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Foreword

As colleges and universities experience various financial pressuies and
face less-than-certain enrvollment trends, there is an increased interest in
the methods and criteria by which faculty performance is assessed. This
interest has been made evident in the meta-evaluations conducted by
systems of higher education, more systematic programs of faculty eval-

uation developed by individual institutions, ; and rescarch studies carried
out by evaluation specialists. -

Prior to 1970, faculty evaluations,were usuall_v conducted in an infor-
mal fashion. In recent vears, however, more formal evaluation methods
have been developed and used on an increasinglwidespread basis, The
utilization of more systematic faculty evaluation methods has been man-
ifested by the deyelopment and use of explicit written criteria.

In the coming decade, the use of formalized, explicit faculty evaluation
will become more commonplace due to a low turnover in faculty. While
institutional growth dwindles or stops, faculty retirement age is being
extended, and institutions are finding themselves with a large proportion
of tenured faculty. Thus, colleges and universities must devise systems to
promote u.m.hlng and rescarch excellence, at the same time as they re-
spond to mounting financial pressures and changcs in theeducation “mar-
ketplace.” Furthermore, decisions in the nation’s courts compel institutions
to provide documentation to back up personnel decisions. In the history
of American higher education there probably has been no time where the
internal and external forces have come together: so-strongly to support a
formalized system to measure the-performance of faculty.

This ggscaleh Report by l.eal Whitman, director of educational de-
velopment, Department of F'\mll\' and Community Medicine at the Uni-
versity of Utah School of Medicine, and Elaine Weiss, president of
Educational Dimensions, Inc,, Salt Lake City, examines the use of explicit,
written criteria to evaluate college and university faculty. It also traces
the use of evaluations in faculty development initiatives and promotion,
retention, and tenure decisions. It will be of interest to academic admin-
istratof's responsible for conducting faculty evaluations as well as to fac-
ulty who are the focus of such evaluations.

Jonathan D. Fife

Director ) .
swe* Clearinghouse on Higher Education

The George Washington University

RIC - -

« 7



Overview

One view of faculty evaluation until the 1970s was that factors other than
academic merit influenced promotion, retention, and tenure (PRT) deci-
sions, including the ability to get along and not make waves. A trend of
the 1970s that has continued into the 1980s has been for colleges and
universities to develop faculty evaluation programs that are more svstem-
atic and comprehensive than those of the past. A particular feature of
many of these programs is the use of written explicit criteria to evaluate
faculty.

One explanation for the attention to faculty evaluation that began in
the 1970s was changes in the economices of higher education. During the
1960s, when many colleges and universities were expanding, it was all
administrators could do to find and keep faculty. In the 1970s, when
program retrenchment became a reality, declining enrollments-and fi-
nancial resources plus inereasing costs of operationinfluenced both ad-
miaistrators and faculty to reconsidef policies and procedures for making
personnel decisions. Related factors that brought attention to faculty eval-

__—uat 6n were faculty demands for a greater share in governance and state
goverument demands for: accountability.

A manifestation of the increased interest in faculty evaluadion was the
willingness of systems of higher education to conduct “meta evaluations,”
that is, to cvaluate their methods of evaluation. Meta evaluations con-
ducted during the 1970s in three different regions of the country included
those of the Oregon State System of Higher Education, the State University
of New York, and the Southern Regional Education Board. A striking
[eature of these meta evaluations was that common issues were identified.

One sct of issues concerns the purpose of faculty evaluation. Although
mony faculty evaluation programs purport to help develop faculty as well
as to provide data for PRT decisions, often the reality is that faeulty
development is paid only lip service. Many faculty believe that faculty
development is important, but see [aculty evaluation as a negative process
unrelated to faculty improvement. Often administrators assume that fac-
ulty evaluation automatically leads to improvement because faculty will
seck better evaluations. Unfortunately, it does not. Conditions necessary
to make that connection include trust between administrators and faculty;
faculty involvément in designing and implementing the evaluation pro-
gram; and educational resources, such as consultation, to accompany eval-
uation results. Creating these conditions is desirable because it is efficient
to use one system of.data collection to-support faculty evaluation and
development programs.

A second set of issues concerns the areas to be evaluated. Traditionally,
teaching, rescarch, and service are the three arcas evaluated; usually,
however, little weight is given to service. On the other hand, teaching and
rescarch often are seen as competing obligations. A disturbing finding of
some studies is that there is wide disagreeraent within institutions and,
sometimes, even within academic departments, concerning the weights
that are given to teaching, research, and service. A frustrating finding is
that, although many administrators and faculty would like to give more

2
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weight to teaching, the state of the art of evaluating teaching does not
instill conlidence in the reliability or validity of teacher evaluation.

A third'set of issues coneerns the eriteria and standards used to evaluate
jaculty. The literature of the 1970s and carly 1980s reveals strong concerns
over the objectivity of faculty evaluation, especially in the area of teaching.
One approach to promoting the goal of objectivity is qualitative, i.e., tech-
niques are used to reduce the bias of an individual evaluator. A second
approach is quantitative, i.e. daw are collected fronm many sourees so
that the evaluation does not depend on a single person.

The most common strategy of the qualitative approach is to provide
those doing the evaluating und those being evaluated with written explicit
criteria and standards. The reasoning for providing evaluators with ex.
plicit criteria is that they will focus on the important elemerits of teaching,
rescarch, and service. The reasoning [or providing those being evaluated
with explicit criteria is that the rules of fair play dictate giving evervone
an equal opportunity to succeed.

A controversial eriterion in evaluating the area of teaching is student
learning. Proponcuts believe that student learning is the ulumate evidence
of effective teaching, Opponents argue that effective teaching and student
learning are not necessarily associated. Certamly, much is yet to be learned
about the relationship between tcnching, and learning, The effort 1o use
student learning as one of may criteria to evaluate teaching will intrease
our understanding of this velationship.

The quantitative approach to objectivity requires using maltiple sources

of data to evaluate faculty. If there exists one conventional wisdom in the

ficldof facultyevaluation it is that using multiple data sources is desirable,
Students have been the most studied source of data. Student rating forms
are commonly used to evaluate faculty, and many studies indicate that
students constitute a reliable data base. Svme bias has been found in
student ratings, but not enough to invalidaie them. The veal validity issue
is whether the items placed on student rating forms really characterize
effective teaching.

Peer evaluation has been insulliciently studied.and there is a lack of
understanding of how cotleagues are used and should be used. A contro-
versial feature of peer review concerns the use of classroom visitation
versus review of teaching materials.Some faculty perceive classroom visits
as threatening, negative, and unreliable. Other faculty believe that re.
viewiug teaching materials is too removed from the act of teaching.

The use of self-cvaluation is even less studied than the use of peer
review. Documentation by faculty of their teaching, vesearch, and service
activities seems to hold potential as an additional source of data. Theé use
of teacher dossiers probably will become more common in faculty eval-
uation programs.

Admmlsnatuw remain the principal actors in initiating, developing,
and implementing faculty evaluation. In most cases, department heads
and deans use available data rather than collect thcu'uwn. Ahealthy trend
would be increased involvement of faculty themselves, Faculty judgment

E T C 2 & Faculty Evaluation ‘ 9
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in developing meaningful criteria and standards is essential to adequate
evaluation. A concern for the authors of this monograph is a “crisis of
spirit” created by vasy-to-measure criteria that do not reflect the impor-
tant qualities of teachiug, rescarch, and service,

The fourth set of issues concerns the administrative procedures used to
evaluate faculty, The trend is for institutions rather than individual faculty
to become responsible for collecting data on faculty performance. Once
data arecollected, administrators also dominate the review process. How-
ever, faculty desire for shared governance and faculty unjons” attempts to
reduce the power of administrators presage an increase in faculty partic-
ipation.

Another influence on administrative procedures is the court system.
In general, courts have reinforced the requirement that institutions pro-
vide written criteria and procedures that guarantee due process. Because
of the increased number of litigations initiated by faculty disappointed
by personnel decisions, it is imperative that administrators keep up to
date with legal requirements.

One noteworthy cffort to improve faculty evaluation programs was
carried out by the Southern Regional Education Board. According to the
evaluation of their faculty evaluation project, the most important char-
acteristics for improving faculty evaluation are active support and in-
volvement of top-level administrators plus faculty mvolvement.

Although the cconomic factors that precipitated the examination of
faculty evaluation may change, there is little likelihood that there will be
a return fo the informal methods of faculty evaluation that characterized
thé pre-1970 era. The concept of fair play, reiuforeed by the courts and
by both administrators and faculty, dictates that institutions make clear
the purposes of evaluation and the areas to be evaluated. In particular,
for the 1980s,-0ne can expect the use of written explicit criteria to be
studied and more commonly used.

E l C ] Faculiy Evaluations 3
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In a summation of his ten-vears of rescarch on the sociology of higher
education, Lionel 8, Lewis found that the body of evidenee indicated that
merit was a minor factor in academic advancement. ln Scaling the hory
Tower, he contends that factors other than acidemic performance influ-
cnced academic advancement, including the ability to get alopefand not
make waves (1973),

Lewis’s view of faculty advancementin the 1970s is supported by Prodgers
in his plea for more systematic faculty evaluation (1980). According to his
ancedotal account of how assistant professor Z was cousidered for pro-
motion in the mid-1970s, the department chairman and academic vice
president of the college met to discuss Z's past performance. They knew
Z had dealt effectively with his departmental duties, lad worked on oc-
:asion with business and industry, and had publjshed two or three 2iticles.
Weighing Z's past performance against their vision of an ideal faculiy
membet, they concluded that they “liked the cut of his jib™ (1980, p. 1).

Looking back at these days, Prodgers noted in 1980 that, increasingly,
personnel decisions are no longer based on the “eut of one's jib.” Rather,
the moveis toward asystematized and standardized attempt to “measure”
the quality of faculty performance (1980, p. 1). ;

In reviewing the literature, one finds justification that Prodgers is cor-
rect: One of the strongest trends in higher education in the 1970s, espe-
cially in,the second half of the decade, was to examine how faculty were
evaluated. Actually, perhaps “reexamination” would be a more aceurate
characterization because, although interest in faculty evaluation in the
1970s was unprecedented, it was not entirely new. In his study of faculty
evaluation, Miller found that interest existed in the 1920s and *30s and
again in the late 40s and carly’50s (1974, p. 1). However, compared with
these carlier periods, interest in faculty evaluation in the 1970s was con-
siderable, particularly in contrast to the 1960s. Mitler-observed that the
relatively low interest in the 1960s-probably was “due to the wealth of
higher education while expansions in programs and personnel sought to
keep pace with growth in enrollment ... (1974, p. 1).

The fact is that, during the expansion years of the 1960s, American
colleges and universities could "get by™ with poorly defined evaluation
procedures (Centra 1979). From the college administrator's point of view,
the lack of well-defined evaluation procedures was not a problem, Rather,
administrators were more concerned with finding and keeping faculty
than with evaluating them (Centra 1979), In her study of community col-
leges during this period of growth, rapid enrollments, and new campuses,
Mark noted, “It was all administrators could do to keep colleges fully
staffed. The problem was not evaluation, but finding someone to hire™
(1977, p. 1).

Also, from a faculty member’s point of view, the lack of well-defined
‘evaluation procedures was not a probleni. As Mark point2d out, “Prior to
the 1970s many, if not most evaluation systems were political, personal,
subjective and chaotic—largely ignored by faculty sd long as it did not
interfere with their teaching or job security” (1977,/p. 23).

- . /
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- explained largely by cconomic factors, and the impetus for more

/"“

contrast to the complacéicy of the 1960s the use of informal ap-
proaches 10 facultyEvaluation was quesiioned in the 1970s (Smith 1976).
The reexamination of how faculty were evaluated was brought about pri-
marily by cconomic changes. College administators and faculty members
became concerned with faculty evaluation when program vetrenchfent
became a reality. Declining enrollments and financial resourees plus in-
creasing costs of operations influenced both administrators and faculty to
reconsider the policies and procedures for promotion, retention, and ten-
ure (PRT).

In a useful book designed to help administrators and faculty members
develop and maintain systematie faculty evaluation, Miller (1974) linked
the inereased interest in faculty evatuation to three issues: finanee, gov-
ernance, and atcountability.

Finance: "'Searcity of vesources means {ewer new positions and some
existing ones phased out. Making these difficult decisions requires a
broad haa base, and svstematic faculty evaluation can serve as one
dath base™ (p, 3). ' 2

Governanee: "The [aculty is Jcm.mdml, a greater voice in institutional
governance, p.mn.ul.ul) in matters of promotion and tenure, These
critical questions must be decided on the soundest data base possible,
including evidence of teaching effectiveness from student ratings® (p.
3

Accoraneabilite; **Precise accountability requires some systematic means
of gathering, analyzing, and evaluating data, hence demands for im-
proved methods of evatuating faculty performance can be expected—
espegially from state legislators™ (p. 3)

Thus, the increased interest in faculty evaluation in the 1970s can be
system.
atic ¢valuation can be closely linked 1o the issues of finance, governance,
and accountability, One manjfestation of the great interest in faculty evals
uation during the 1970s was the willingness of systems of higher education
10 assess their own foculty evaluation programs. Daniel L. Stufllebemn,
the director of the Evaluntion Center at Western Michigan University,
ncognucd that, " Good evaluation requires that evaluation projects them.
selves bdaluated™ (1978, p. 17). He uses the term “méta evaluation® to
refer 10 evaluation of evaluations. Three meta evaluations conducted by
higher &ducation systems will be briefly reviewed here to demonstrate
evidence of this trend toward self-assessment gnd 1o identify the major
issues that will be addressed in this rescarch l\?port.

.
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Three Meta Evaluations o

Oregon State System of Higher Education
, In 1973 the Teaching Research Division of the Oregon State System of .
Higher Education began a three-year study entitled, “Faculty Teaching:
Models for Assessment of Quality.” An impetus for the study, supported
bya grant from the Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education,
was t . recognition that; “Faculty evaluation is an ongoing process-even
il there are no systa:g;z\tic cans- for making the assessménts” (Scott,
Thorne, and Beaird 1977, p. 1). ’

Baseline data were collected in the 1973-74 academic year from four
discipline arcas in member institutions and {rom cross sections of insti-
tutions stratified by academic rank. Based on these results, a Faculty
Perception Questionnaire was used in the 1975-76 academic year that
asked faculty to rate 34 factors in terms of their influence in promoting
faculty at their institutions, e.g., publications, student ratings, etc. *‘Coef-
ficients of consensus” were derived for cach factor based on the proportion
of respondents from 2 given group who agreed or disagreed over the level
of influence. ‘

Based on the ratings of influence and coefficients of consensus, the 34
factors were organized into three clusters: definitely influential, definitely
uninfluential, and ambiguons. The ambiguous cluster identified factors for:
which there was 16w consensus regarding their influence. For both college
and university faculty, the ambiguous cluster, with 19 factors, was the
largest. Thirteen factors were commonly ambiguous to both college and
university faculty. An example was “innovative effort in teaching.” Six
factors were ambiguous to one group, but not the other. For example,
“evidence of student learning in courses” was ambiguous to college fac-
tlty, but definitely uninfluential to university faculty; “supervision of
theses”™ was ambiguous to‘ﬁ\ni(vcrsit_\' faculty, but definitely uninfluential
to college faculty (Scott, Thorne, and Beaird 1977, pp. 10=14).

The rescarch group hypothesized four ¢ircutnstances that may explain
the widespread uncertainty reflected by this high level of ambiguity. In
their view, the primary source of uncertainty was that faculty were un-
aware of their institution's evaluition-procedutes or criterin. A second

\ possible source was a lack of communication within specific departments.-

A third source was ambiguity of procedures, guidelines, and policies on
specific campuses. Finally, the authors acknowledged the possibility that
the questionnaire item could itseif have béen ambiguous. Nevertheless,
they concluded, “The ambiguous group of“factots is, without a doubt,
unnecessarily large. The size of this.clusger resultsin faculty who are trying

to be all things to all people™(Scott, Tf)pmc. and Beaird 1977, p. 18). .

State University of New York Faculty Council of Community Collegés

During the summer of 1977 the faculty council sponsored a research proj-

ect to study the theoretical ‘foundations-as-well as the-applied-practices— - -~
of faculty evaluation. According to the study’s author, the project was
prompted by several factors: economic, programrhatic, administrative,
educational, and political (Mark 1977).

O 6 Faculy Evaluation -
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Mark’s review of theoretical models is noteworthy because a major
criticism of faculty evaluation systems 1s the lack of substantive theory
on which to base evaluation (Meeth 1976). Administrators whose faculty
believe there is a lack of theory may find. it helpful to become familiar
with the major models reviewed by Mark. In general, all these models
agree that any evaluation system needs to use a var iety of data sources
to effectively differentiate among faculty members. After studving the
current practices in the SUNY svstem, Mark found thatt “All segments of
the community college ought to be volved in some way with the eval-
uation process, but with varving and weighted degrees, depending on the
choice of faculty” (Mark 1977, p. 102).

To study the current practices, Mark surveved 30 institutions and found
that 14 had updated faculty evaluation systems that were written and
perceived effective by the chiel executive officer. Based on her in- depth
‘study of four of these 14 institutions, Mark found that an aaversary re-
Iauonshlp characterized commumications between adwinistrators and
faculty inembers. Instead, there needed to be “an atmosphece of cooper-
ation to discuss what evaluative criteria to use and how to assvss them”’
(1977, p. 108). She emphasized that, “However a program is evaluated,
the key element must be establishing criteria” (1977, p. 1:11).

Southern Regional Education Board
In order to study faculty evaluation practices, the Sputhern Regional Ed-
ucation Board’ survc_w.d its 843 postsecondary institunons in 1975 and
conducted numerous in-depth institutional case studies in 1976 and 1977.
The economic stimulus for this effort was made clear in the report pre-
pared by the SREB Task Force on Faculty Evaluation and Institutional
Rewards: “Evaluating faculty performance for purposes of promotion,
. tenure and salary increases is of singular importance today because of
leveling and declining student enrollments, lack of faculty .mobility and
increasing financial pressures on institutions” (Moomaw et al. 1977, p. 1).
The survey of all regional postsecondary institutions yielded 336 usable
responses, a return rate of 63.6 percent. lnstltuuons were chosen for in-
depth case studies based on indication in their survey that they had a
systematic approach to faculty evaluation. Case studies were developed
from detailed interviews with presidents, deans, department heads, and
. faculty.
-- -Based.on_the survey and case studies, the task foree found that faculty
. evaltation tended to ‘be more systematic at doctoral level institutions
compared with master’s and bachelor’s level and twosyear-colleges. How-
ever, at all levels, many institutions were vague about precise critervia, ~ T~ ¢ -
standards, and evidence to be used. There was strong agreement at all
types of institutions that instructional activity was the number one area
_ of consideration in evaluating faculty. However, there was little evidence
of well- dwclopt.d procedures. -
In addition, the task force found that administrators were both the
main decision makers and the main sources of information for these eval-

.
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uations. Few institutions used student data in rc,hablg, consistent, or com-
parable ways to make personnel decisions, and even faculty collc.aguc. data
often were collected only on an informal basis. |
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Four Major Issues

The three self-studies reported here were conducted in the mid-1970s in

three different regions of the country: the Northwest, Northeast, and South.

A striking feature of these stuclies is their identification of common i issues.

These issues will be organized according to the SREB task force framework

(Moomaw ct al. 1977) and will ‘provide the basic structure for the re-

mainder ol this repory. :

Purpose: What are the desived oute omes of faculty evaluation? In general,

. studies identify two major outcomes: (a) personnel decisions made re-

gzudlngplonwtlon retention, and tenure; and (b) feedback to faculry lead-

ing to faculty improvement. The SREB task force found that, although

most faculty believe that faculty development and improvement should

, be the primary reason for faculty evaluation, few ex samples could be found

~ of institutions using the results of evaluation for that purpose (Moomaw

et al. 1977). 1n a similar vein, the SUNY faculty council study found that

the goal of sclf ‘improvement, growth, and dcvclopmcnt lu.cwul much lip

service as a “supposedly” important function of the evaluation process;

however, “in pracuce, there is little evidence that real and meaningful

attention is paid 1o faculty who are in need of help” (Mark 1977, p. 98).

This report will examine the purposes of faculty evaluation and under

what conditions faculty evaluation can lead to faculty duqopmcnt as
well as personnel decisions. .

Areas: What fuuctions of faculty acuwvity are 10 be 4‘:\'ulutm:(1,9 Teaching,
research, and servive are commonly targeted. The Oregon study asked,
“What weights are assigned . . . to teaching, scholarship, and service . . .2
Where should a newly \ppomtul faculty member place the majority of
his energy if he is intent upon attaining a timely promotion?” (Scott,
Thorne, and Beaird 1977, p. 1) The SREB task force observed that, al-
though administrators sav that teaching is the most important area of
evaluation, procedures lor evaluating instruction generally are poorly de-
veloped (Moomaw et al. 1977). This report will ex xamine the weight given
to arcas of evaluation, ' .

Criteria: For each area 10 be evaluated, \\Iml criteria should be used and
how specific should the cruieria be? For cach criterion, what are the stan-
dards of attainment? In the Qregon study, Scott, Thorne, and Beaird found
a nced among all ranks of faculty to understand performance criteria and
institutional expectations relative to each area of faculty functioning (1977).
Finally, for cach standard, what sources of data should be used to show
evidence of attainment? The SREB, task force found that data on which
judgments are made were not g_atht.n.d sysiematically or consistently
(Moomaw ct al. 1977). A major aim of this.report wlll be to examine the
trend toward written explicit criteria.

Procedures: What is the sequence of activities for implementing the faculty
evaluation program? The SREB task fofee found that administrators usu-
ally initiate and carry out faculty evaluation practices with little faculty
involvement (Moomaw et al. 1977). A lack of faculty involvement was
noted in the SUN¥-faculty council study; Mark advised that “Faculty must
be involved it the development of any process that is to affect their profes-

: Facudty Evdluationm9
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sional careers” (1977, p. 101). This report will examine the dominant role
now played by administrators.

Purposes of Evaluation
The abundance of literature on faculty evaluation generally identifies two
purposes: (1) developing and improving faculty and (2) providing infor-
mation to make promotion, retention, and tenure (PRT) decisions. How-

“ever, although this two-fold purpose of [aculty evaluation is accepted in

theory, whether both objectives are met-is not so certain (Moomaw et al,
1977; Prodgers 1980). One eritic of faculty evaluation concluded that cur-
rent methods and. practices do not serve well the development of faculty
and the reward of excellence (Fincher 1980).

One problem with this two-fold purpose of faculty evaluation is the
perceived inherent conflict between faculty development and PRT decision
making. For example, Hawlev argues that

if the purpose of the prograin is 1o improve the quality of instruction,

faculty wmentbers will rightly feel sabotaged when the data are also used

in making decisions about tenure and salaries. In the first case, evaluation
can be seen as helpful; in the sécond case, i takes on an adversary tone

(1977, p. 39).

In theory, it makes sense that, if faculty are provided with feedback
regarding their deficiencies, they will take action to remedy the deficien-
cies. However, to support Hawlcv s point of view, there is little evidence
that faculty evaluation improves faculty performance (Rippey 1981).

Some-cducators contend that the apparent conflict between faculty
development and evaluation is not inherent. Rather, the problem has been.
the failure to recognize that PRT decision making is not an end: It is a
means ‘o improve instruction and, henee, provide a better ¢ducation for
students (Rose 1976). In a comprehensive study of the relations 'hlp between
faculty development and evaluation, Smith rcc.ognlud that some college
administrators and faculty members believe these two funcijons should
be administered as separate programs. However, he argued that faculty
development and evaluation should bg combined into one program be-
cause they share a common goal, improvement of college teaching (Smith

- 1976).

The authors of ghis researeh report believe that the conflict between
faculty development and evaluation is not inherent. Faculty evaluation
can serve the dual purposes of faculty improvement and BRT decision

making if it is-accepted that both purposes share the long-range goal of
improved instruation and student learning. Collecting two separate data
bases for faculty development and faculty evaluation strikes us as ineffi-
cient and costly—unnecessarily so. However, the fact that there is little
demonstration of faculty improvement resulting from evaluation must be
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addressed. The question is, under what conditions can evaluation lead to
improvement? For examnple, student ratings alone are not likely to improve
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instruction. However, according to a literature review conducted by
Levinson and Menges, seven studies support the contention that a com-
bination of student ratings and personal consultation (help with inter-
pretation of ratings, suggestions for improving teaching skills, ete.) favors
instructional improvement (1979). In addition, Levinson and Menges found
that a combination of self-ratings and student ratings leads to improve-
ment, tspecially when student ratings are less positive than self-ratings
(1979). This condition also was identified by Rippey whose literature re-
view did not overlap Levinson and Menges. An additional condition iden-
tified by Rippey was that evalution conducted early in a college course
favored instructional improvement because it allows facuhy adequate
time to make modifications (1981).

At the University of Utah, Depar tment of Family and Community Med-
icine, conditions of evaluation favorable {o lmplovuncnt deliber .\tclv were
built into the evaluation ofulmlc.\l teachers in their family practice teach-

- ing rounds. Student ratings were combined with educational consultation
and were contrasted to Luu'/v/('lf ratings; furthermore, data collection
was begun carly cnough“)'l ¢ teaching rounds to give the instructor time
to make c.h.mgcs in teaching stvle and strategics. In a study of this process,
Whitman and Schwgnk found that faculty evaluation led to faculty im-
provement (1982).

The debate over the purposes of faculty evaluation will continue into
the 1980s. Although the need to make PRT decisions based on compre-
hensive and systematic evalution is undisputed, the rhetoric about “im-
provemennt of instruction” will continue, “perhaps without resolution
(Parramore 1979). Furthermore, there will be an exploration of other uses
of faculty evaluation: providing information to students for course selee-
tion, allou\tmg teaching resources, and rescarch on teaching (Branden-
burg, Braskamp. and Ory 1979; Rippey 1981).

Areas for Evaluation ' .
In higher education, three areas of faculty performance usually identified
for evaluation are teaching, research, and service. Service is considered a
catch-all category and rarely attracts attention as a bone of contention.
According to a survey of university department heads, public and com-
munity service is infrequently recognized and rewarded. Morcover, de-
partment heads did not believe that service should be a major factor in
- cvaluating faculty (Centra 1977, p. 133).

On the other-hand, teaching and research often are seen as competing
obligations. Implicit in the teaching-research dichotomy is the widespread
belief that many faculty relegate teaching to a second-class status because
research is rewarded in the PRT process (Jauch 1976). In general, insti-
tutions vary in the weight each arca exerts in making PRT decisions (Rip-
pey 1981). In its “Statement on Teacher Evaluation,” the AAUP declares

- -—- - -that-institutions-should-at-least set-forth speeific expectations regar ding

teaching, rescarch, and service (AAUP 1975). In fact, many institutions do
so. For example, presidents of large universities, especially private ones

) . .
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such as Stanford University and the University of Chicago, have made
institutional statements favoring research over teaching, whereas small
colleges emphasize teaching (Miller 1974).

The actual weight given to teaching versus vesearch in a particular
institution often is not clear to those who work there. In a study of faculty
and their department heads at the University of Missouri-Columbia, Jauch
found that two-thirds of the faculty members perceived publication to be
more important than teaching most or atl of the time. On the other hand,
department heads were evenly divided on the question (1976, p. 9).

Is the publish or perish threat a real one? Lewis claims that exeept in
a dozen or so prestigious institutions, the threat is an empty one. Yet,
many faculty believe that it is difficult to achieve tenure without publi-

sations (1975). That view was supported by Jauch who found that, "Ap-
parently, an individual can be promoted with a good publication record
even though his adequaey as a teacher may be in doubt. A good teacher
with a poor publication record is at somewhat of a disadvantage” (1976,
p- 9). Other studies support the contention that many colleges dnd uni-

* versities declare teaching to be a high priority, but award tenure and
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promotion largely on the basis ol publication record (Scldm 1975;
Knapper 1978).

A reason for not giving more weight to teaching is that it is difficult
to evahmte. This view s typihied by the statement, “1t only you could give
the promotions committee more data about the candidate’s teaching we
would be glad to use it” (Rippey 1981,'p. 24).

One prominent critic of how teaching is evaluated is L\Ru.h‘u d Meeth,
who enutled his overview to the Change Report on Teachuie: 2, The State-
less Art.of Teaching Evaluation.” He commented that,

Systemnane, comprehensive, and valid evaliation of weaching has been an

educational problem for wany years. 1t coutinues to evade educators,

although wost adwimstrators and legislators desive it as @ weantugful
way to deteriine rewards and sanctions for facuhy, qud wost serious
teachers seek it as away of unproving thew performancd aud wore closely
relating what they do to what students learn. Most evalitation of teaching
has resudted in unfair and inconclusive distctious among teacher s with-
owt establishing reliable or valid relationships between whay teachers do
aud whar students learn (1976, p. 3).

Knapper found it ironic that, at a time when teaching has assumed
greater importance from the point of view of the students and the com-
munity-at-large, it has not assumed a.great importance from the point of
view of faculty evaluation (1978). Although student pressures in the 1960s
helped to stimulate an examination of teaching practices and brought
about the use of student questionnarres to rate faculty teaching perfor-
manee, serions examination of how to evaluate teaching did not follow
until the 1970s. Specifically, attention was given to establishing criteria
to measure laculty performance and standards to judge it.
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Criteria and Standards

One manifestation of the interest in faculty evaluation in the 1970s was
the development of explicit criteria. The need for specific and written
criteria on which to evaluate faculty was heightened by the scarcity of
financial resources. A typical comment was that losing a valuable faculty
member or keeping an unproductive one were ervors of such magnitude
that it was essential that criteria used in these decisions be as fair and
explicit as possible. In fact, for criteria to be fair, they had to be explicit
(Grinnel and Kyte 1976, p. 44).

The spetific attention to the development of explicit criteria also can
be explained by additional factors that are related to the "no growth”
environment. First, academic unjons, which grew in number and strength
in the 1970s, became concerned with spelling out the conditions under
which faculty receive tenure (Ladd and Lipset 1973). Second, aspiring
faculty who have been denied promotion have returned to the courts for
redress. In general, the courts expect institutions to publish critevia for
making PRT decisions (Centra 1979, p. 141), ¢

In 1971, Wollf published a study of criteria used for faculty promotion
in college and wniversity speech dgp‘utlmnts The study is noteworthy
because it still reflected the growth period of the 1960s. Wollf mailed a
faculty questionnaire on promotion to 200 speech departinent chairper-
sous of randomly selected colleges and universities. Bascd on a 58 percent
response rate, she found that criteria for faculty promotion in order of
importance were (1) teaching effectiveness, (2) academic (Icguc
(3) publication, (4) extracurr icular speech activities, (5) |csczuch,
(6) conmittee involvement with school development, and (7) scholarly ac-
tivities (Wollf 1971). Emblematic of the primitive state of faculty evalu-
ation at the time was the general nature of these criteria. In fact, these
are not much more detailed than the three areas of faculty evaluation:
research, teaching, and service,

Also, the case of promotion during a period of growth was refleeted by
comments made by departinents on the survey (Wolff 1971, p. 283):

’

® “Promotions can be granted to an individual who just stays around

and does an adequate job.”

® “Tenure is automatic unless teaching elfeetiveness or notorious con-

duct leads to uncontestable dismissal.”

® “Qur speech departinent has all top-ranking faculty.”

IT Wolll’s study was emblematic of evaluation during the period of
growth, the study published in 1972 by Schulman and Trudell symbolized
the changing environment. In anticipation of a law passed by the Cali-
fornia Assembly in 1971 requiring public school and commnunity college
teachers be evaluated at least once ever v two years (Senate Bill 696), the
[nnovations Comnmittee of Los Angeles Pierce College studied guidelines
for evaluation that would be acceptable to those affcv.tul by the new law
(Schulman and Trudell 1972).

Facrdiy Evaluation ® 13
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The committee surveyed the literature on evaluation (they found that
more than 2,000 studies of teacher evaluation had been made sinee 1900),
submitted a pilot questionnaire to instructors and administrators in the
Los Angeles Community College District, and mailed a revised question-
naire to instructors and administrators within the 94 public comnumity
colleges in California. Based on responses from more than 60 percent of
the questionnaires, representing about 70 pereent of the community col-
leges, the committee found that criteria for evaluation of teaching were,
perhaps, the most troublesome aspects of faculty evaluation (1972, p. 34).

Forexample, there was little agreement about how to measure teaching
cffectiveness with objectivity. The committee’s recommendation was to
admit the subjectivity of measuring teaching effectiveness and to select
criteria that can be utilized in as nonsubjective a manner as possible.
According to the committee, examples of specific criteria that described
teaching effectiveness included (1) ability to relate to students, (2) ability
to arouse interest, (3) friendliness, (4) empathy, and (3) knowledge of sub-
ject matter. To implement these criterta as objectively as possible, the
committee suggested that classroom visits, if used, should be made by
judges who are most competent to determine effectiveness, for example,
department or division colleagues. Also, when students are given evalu-
ation forms to complete on their instructors, they should be instructed as
to the nature of their task and cautioned against emotional judgments,
pro or con (Schulman and Trudell 1972).

The problem with subjectivity also was addressed in an evaluation
plan implemented at New River Community College in Dublin, Virginia
(McCarter 1974). In describing the New River program, McCarter stated:

Frequently, an expressed goal of instructional evaluation is to achieve
objectivity during the process. That this is to any degree possible is at least
a doubtful proposition. Even so, it need not deter a school or college from
attempting a creditable faculty evaluative svstem (1974, p. 32).

To promote the goal of objectivity, McCarter recommended the use of
collective judgments by students, peers, and supervisors. By using the
judgments of many, the subjectivity of the individual would be minimized
(1974).

The suggestion in the California study that evaluators should strive to
be as nonsubjective as possible and the suggestion in the New River plan
that the collection of judgments be as comprehensive as possible represent
two approaches to dealing with subjectivity in evaluating instruction.
House characterizes these approaches 1o objectivity as qualitative versus
quantitative. The qualitative sense of objectivity refers to the quality of
an observation regardless of the number of people making it. Being ob-
jective means that the observation is factual, but being subjective means
that is binsed. The quantitative sense of objectivity refers to the number
of people making the observation. One person’s opinion is regarded as
subjective; whereas, objectivity is achieved through the experience of many
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observers (House 1980). -For the most part, faculty evaluation programs
attempt to increase-objectivity through both qualitat.ve and quantitative
approaches: To achieve qualitative objectivity, criteria are developed fo
improve the quality of data collected from an individual evaluator. To
achieve quantitative objectivity, data are collected from multiple data
sources.

Qualitative objectivity. Many people can provide data about faculty per-
formance: students, colleagues, administrators, and faculfy themselves.
The major approach to improving the quality of data from these persons
is to provide them with criteria that ave specific and written. The rationale
is that by providing specilic behaviors, features, measures, or indicators
to be examined in the areas of teaching, research, and service, the persons
doing the evaluating will know what to assess. By providing evaluators
with eriteria, it is hoped that evaluation will be tair. relevant, and ap-
] propriately focused.

This approach has been reinforced by court decisions. For example, in
the case of Harkless V. Sweeny Independeny School District of Sweeny,
Texas (11 FEP 1005, 1075), it was pointed out that objectivity in faculty
evaluation could be achieved by adhering to the following three guidelines
(Balch 1980):

1. The language iniie evaluation instrionent used to describe each char-
acteristic to be measured must be composed of words which are reasonably
precise and nuiform in meaning.

2. There must be a fairly specific standard of measurement o guide
the evaluator in ascribing a particular value 1o a particular character-
istic. :

3. There must be a reasonably well-defined svstem for ussigning relative
weight to the characteristics measured (p. 4).

The problem with this approach is that researchers disagree as to
whether there is a well-defined set of criteria for judging faculty perfor-
mance (Tuckman and Hagemann 1976). Whereas Johnson and Stafford
claim that the faculty reward structure is determined by rational eriteria
(1974), others argue that no acceptable eriteria have been developed
(Batista 1976) or that administrators and faculty are using different sets
of eriteria (Meany and Ruetz 1972),

The difficulty of agreeing on criteria was cited in a study of faculty
evaluation in Ph.D. graduate departments of sociology. According to
Gaston, Lantz, and Snyder, “The role of all criteria for promotion (pub-
lication, good teaching, and service) remains unclear in the actual pro-
motional decision” (1975, p. 242). In a study of written criteria used by
graduate schools of social work during the 1974-75 academic year, Grinnel
and Kyte found that, although most schools had carefully defined proce-
dures 1o evaluate faculty, they lacked specific, objective criteria on which
ta base these evaluations. However, as evidence of a trend toward the use
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of written criteria, 64 out of 72 vesponding schools reported they were
cither in the process of working on new written criteria or anticipated
doing so. (1976.,.p. 44). )

A ‘major dilficulty:in’ developing criteria is in the domain of judging
the quality of work. For example, in the area of service, it is relatively
casy to document participation. However, merely being involved in public
or community service is not a sufficient indicator of effectiveness (Centra

' 1979), Similarly, in the area of vesearch, it is relatively casy to establish

a number of required publications, however it is difficult to produce ex-
plicit criteria to judge the quality of published works (Gaston, Lantz, and
Snyder 1975).

There are examples of faculty on promotion committees critically eval-
uating the quality of published work, but the criteria used were not pre-
established. For example, a dean’s ad hoe tenure review committee at
Pennsylvania State University, upon denving tenure fora faculty member,
read the person’s published work and found two studies “deficient in
design, methods, implementation, and, in the case of one, in conclusions”
(Balch 1980, p. 8).

The need for specific criteria in the area of teaching was recognized
by Spencer, Crow, and Glass, who reported the work conducted by an ad
hoe committee of the Cornell University Medical College Department of
Psychiatry during the 1977-78 academic vear. The authors found two
major ditficulties with evaluating teaching: (1) the .\bscm.c of a single,
concrete end product such as the published results of research and
(2) problems with reliability and validity that seem to accompany any
attempt to measure teaching effectiveness (1979). Others also cite the
difficultics colleges and universities have with developing criteria in the
area of teaching (Meeth 1976; Miller 1974).

One teclmique to develop criteria for tc.u.hing. is to design evaluation
forms that list the items teachers, students,” and administrators deem
important. Berk (1979) and Wotruba and Wr ight (1975) present casy-to-
follow methodologies to design such a form, and Fenker describes how a
teacher evaluation form was designed at Texas Christian University (1975).
In addition, Arrcola describes how an instrument developed at Michigan
State University was adapted by Florida State Umvusnv 1973). .

According to a literature review conducted by Diwvyer in 1973, teacher
evaluation forms were being used extensively by t.ollc;_.u and universities
in the United States as a means to evaluaft tmt.hmg clfectiveness. How-
ever, he found that what was lacking was evidence that the characteristics
listed on these forms made any real difference in the achievement of ed-
ucational objectives by students (1973). This criticism of rating forms was
supported by Meeth: N .
If we beuter-undersiood how students learn, we miglit better understand
how andwhat teachers ought to teach. The many lists of teaching activities
prepared over the vears . . . cannot be ranked very conelusively from most
10 least important in terms of produeing learning (1976, p. 3).
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In order to clarvily the types of eriteria that could be developed to wore
conclusively evaluate teaching, Meeth (1976) adapted Thorndike's cate-
gories of criteria to teaching effectiveness. “Inmiediate” eriteria are the
lists of teaching behaviors that people believe are related to teaclung
elfectiveness, e.g., lecture style was conversational, audio-visual aids were
reinforcing, ete. Although these are better than nothing, Meeth complains
that immediate g; 'Jcn.\ are furthest from learning outcomes and are a
long way from relating teaching to Ic.unmg .

Closer to learning outcomes are “intermediate™ eriteria, which de-
scribe the process of teaching:

‘i

® Students were motivated to learu

® The structure of the learning.experience was determined by the goals of

the experience.

® The content was well ordered, comprehensive, and appropriate tw the

abilities of the learners.

® Rewards and sanctions were appropriate to the goals o/ the les rning

experience.

® Goals andior owteoines were clear v specified. .

® Evaluation criteria, standards, and methodologies were clear and ap-

propriate to the goals of the experience.

o Methodology was appropriate 1o the goals of the experience and the

abilities of the learners, (Meeth 1976, p. 4)

Closest to learning outcomes are “ultimate” critevia, which describe
what students learned:

® The students learned what the instctor was hyving 1o wach

in cognitive, affeetive, andlor psychomotor development

in rate andlor absole achievement,
® Suwdents retained what was learned.
® Teacher goals andior owcones for the learuing experience were met.
® Suudent goals andior ontcomes for the learning experience were met.
(Meeth 1976, p. 4)

Some educators do not favor using student achievement (ultimate cri-
teria) as a means to measure teacher effectiveness because of differences
in tllc difficulty of instructional objectives, difficulty with measur mg some
ins llLllOlhll ol)Ju.tl\'cs. and the potential abuse by iustructors who “teach
to the test” (McCarter 1974, p. 32), Proponents of using student achieve-
ment argue that, when ouly the process of teaching is measured (inter-
mediate eriteria), only half the evaluation process is really accomplished
(Mark 1977, p. 104).

Including student learning asoneof the criteria to be used in evaluating
teaching is one of the most controversial issues in the field of faculty
evaluation. Murray acknowledged that to say that the best teacher is one
whose students learn the most has intuitive appeal. However, he warns
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that, although it is casy to agree with a statement like that, it is almost
impossible to put it into action (Mwray 1979). The difliculty of using
student learning as a criterion to measure teaching effectiveness also was
acknowledged by the Special lnterest Group on lnstructional Evaluation
at thé 1977 Annual Meeting of the American Educational Rescarch As-
sociation, which rejected its use to evaluate the effectiveness of instruction
or instructors. (Darr 1977).

Nevertheless, ineluding student learning as one of the criteria fo be

used in evaluating teaching makes sense to the authors ol this report. The
rationale deseribed by Martin for assessing teaching methodologies aptly
justifivs why it is nevessary to seek out how to use student learning as a
eriterion of teaching eflectiveness,
So the teacher chooses—subject wateer, poiws of ewaphasis wuhin the
discipline, in other words, what will'be tanght; the teacher chooses the
methodology of this inqeary, its strategy and tacties, in other words, how
to proceed; the teacher chooses the tinnng, the sequences, the specific
chronology of events, ni other words, when thimgs will come together to
fortr the basis for choice; and, finally, the teacher chooses the gut quess
tions, why? and so what? These wve the questions that figroe in the
conclusions and inferences for action,

The teacher chooses and the weacher acts, and, workmg with the st

.

deat, helps the stdent develop a capacuy for choice and action. Our

counuititent to this skill, to this service, needs to be kept e nund as we
assess the methodologies of the waching profession (1981, p. 60).

Quantitative objectivity. AchiJ\}ing qualitative objectivity has been dis-
cussed in terms of providing explicit eriteria to those who evaluate facalty.
Because ol the ditticulties with developing valid eriteria wnd doubts over
the reliability of individual evaluators, multiple sourees of data olten are
used. Using multiple data sources vonstitutes a quanatanve approach to
the preblem of objectivity. The Southern Regional Edueation Board, among
others, has recognized the need lor this quantitative approach:
A svstem Jor evaluation {showdd] imchude provisions for collecting data
from wany sources and reconnnendations from nnduple parncipants,
smge decisions made even in the wost carefulle cancened, systems of
evaluation will still largele denend upon a collection of subpeetive stawe-
ments (Mommawe et al. 1977, p. 7).

In fact. 1f there is one conventional wisdom in the livld of faculty
evaluation, itis that multiple sonrees of data are prelerrable to one source
(Batista 1976; Centra 1979; Darr 1977; Goldsehmid 1978; O'tHanlon and
Mortensen 1980). Opinions diller over how to use them,

Students. There has been a considerable amount of rescarch interest and
clfort regarding the use of student rating forms sinee the fivst formal form
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(the Purdue Rating Scale of Instruction) was published m 1926 (Darr 1977).
One reason for studying the use of student ratings - that this method of
evaluation is used more frequently than any other. According to one sur-
vev, approximately 68 pereent of universities in North America use student
ratings (Bejar 1973). The rationale for using student ratings is that, sinee
it is difficult to attribute student learning to the skills of teachers, the next
best thing is to ask students to rate characteristies of teachers that one
would logically expect to be determinants of student learning (Murray
1979). For the most part. faculty members believe that student vatings
should be used as one of several sources of information in making PRT
decisions (Goldenstein and Anderson 1977). 3

One focus of research regarding student ratings has been their relia-
bilitv, To what extent are ratings cousistent or dependable or a giveit
teacher? One way of looking at reliability is to study inter-item consis-
teney, i, il six items on a rating form are supposed to wmeasure the sane.
aspect of teaching, is there a high average correlation among the six items?
In general, studies of miter-item consistency demonstrate high average
cGrrelation coelhicients. In other words, il students vate a teacher high on
oue iteny, thev usually will vate him or her high on other items mtended
to measure thesame characteristic (Murray 1979, p. 9).

Another way of looking at reliabilits is to study inter-rater consisteney,
i.e., do students agree with one another in the ratings they give a teacher?
In general, inter-rater reliability is high, particularly when there ave 15
students or more. With less then 13 students, inter-rater reliability drops
off considerably, and. with less than 10 students, it is probably unwise to
use student vatings (Centra 1973).

A third way of looking at reliability is to study test-retest consisteney,
i, are vatings similar at two points in the smme course or samie tvpe of
course? In general, test-retest veliability s high. Teachers who veceive a
high rating in the middle of a course ave likely to receive a high rating at
the cud of the course. Likewise, teachers who reeeive a high vating in a
course are likely to receive a high rvating when teaching the same or a
similar course again (Murray 1979, p, 12),

Oun the other hand, in general, there is low reliability across different
types ol courses. For example, ratings lor teaching a large introductory
leeture course and for teaching an upper-class seminar may be unrelated.
One itaplication of the low correlation of ratings acioss different types of
courses is that student ratings used in PRT decisions require a good san-
pling from different types of courses because a high or low rating in one
type of course canmot be used reliably 1o judge a faculty member's teaching
skills (Murray 1979, p. 130, v

Although most faculty favor inclusion of student ratings for faculty
evaluation, some question the extent to which extrancous course. student,
and instruetor charaetevisties influenee such ratings (Brandenburg, Bras-
kamp, and Ory 1979). In a review of studies Murrav (1979) found:

® Students in larger classes gave lower ratings,
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o Teachers who assign low grades tend to receive lower ratings.

¢ Classes that meet at mid-day tend to receive lower ratings.

¢ Ratings on days when attendance is very high or very low tend to
be high.

According to Murray’s analysis of the studies of student bias, bias factors,
although statistically significant” are not large enough to single-handedly
invalidate student ratings as a measure of tcac.hmz, 3 effectiveness (1979, p.
24). -

*In addition to student bias, another objection to using student ratings
in PRT decisions is that they are not valid measures of tcaching\dfc
tiveness (Brandenburg, Braskamp, and Ory 1979). In other words, ‘some
teachers with high student ratings may actually be associated with low
levels of student learning, and other teachers with low student ratings
may actually be associated with high levels of students learning! A study
often cited to support the invalidity of student ratings is known as the
“Dr. Fox" study. In this study, an actor-was trained to lecture charismat-
ically but nonsubstantively on a topic he knew nothing about, “Mathe-
matical Game Theory as Applied to Physician Education.” The actor,
introduced as Dr. Myron L. Fox to a group of psychiatiists, psychologists,
and social workers, had been coached to-use double talk, non sequitors,
and contradictory statements. In general, those who attended the live
lecture and those who viewed a videotape of the lecture rated Dr. Fox as
a good teacher: He seemed interested in the subject; he used enough ex-
amples to clarily his material; he presented the material in a well orga-

¥

1973).

One conclusion of this study is that students, even if they are profes-
sional cducators, can be "seduced” into thinking that a teacher is good
This "“Dr. Fox effect” has been replicated in a scries of similar studies
(Ware and Williams 1975; Kane and Schorow 1977; Ramagli and Green-
wood 1980). The counter-argument to the “Dr. Fox effect” is that, although
student ratings are not sensitive to content differences under some cir-
cumstances, such as a single-cpisode guest speaker, real teachers in real
classrooms cannot fool students into thinking they have learned when
they have not.

The fact that student ratings can be biased by irrelevant factors and
that student ratings are not consistently correlated to actual learning
highlights the need for multiple data sources. In recommending why stu-
dent ratings should be used in conjunction with other measures, Shechan
pointed out that

~ »

Administrators should make use of this information without forgetting

that classificatory errors can remll because of the imperfect validity of

= the ratings. Ugml instrumentation is improved, the strategy of adminis-
trators should be one of collecting as much information from as many
sources as possible (1975, p. 697).
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Faculty colleagues. At most colleges and universities, colleagues play an
important role in evaluating faculty. In particular, faculty on promotion
committees make judgments regarding the quantity and quality of re-
search and service. In addition, faculty are asked to rate cach other’s
teaching based on classroom visits and review of teaching materials (Cen-
tra 1979). However, in contrast to the literature on student ratings of*
faculty, there seems to be a dearth of literature on the use of colleague
evaluation (Batista 1976; Darr 1977). Most studics of colleague evaluation
compare their ratings of teaching to those made by students or adinin- R
istrators. For example, Blackburn and Clark studied the colleague, student,
and administrator ratings of teacher effectiveness for 45 faculty inembers
in a midwest college and found that the ratings were significantly cor-
related (1975, p. 247). Similar results had been documented by Murray
(1972). , ‘

For the most part, the method of colleague evaluation is similar to that
used for student evaluation: Faculty are rated on items deemed important
to good teaching. In fact, Nadeau (1977) suggested the students and faculty
use the same rating forms. Hildebrand, Wilson, and Dienst (1971) de-

. soribed how faculty developed their own rating form.
- - Although less is known about colleague evaluation than student eval-
> uation, itis suspected that there are problems with the reliability of peer

evaluators. Often, colleagues base their judgments about the quality of
teaching, research, and service on overall impressions rather than direct .
observation. Furthermore, these impressions may be biased by depart-

L mental jealousies and.rivalries (Batista 1976, p. 261). The importance of
getting along and not making waves was one of Lewis’s major themes in .
Scaling the Ivory Tower (1975), and the presence of bias was underscored
by Mark in her SUNY case study: “Personal biases are present and must
be understood and not allowed to influence the evaluation of a colleague
whose style, philosophy and manner of presentation differs from the eval- .
uators™ (1977, p. 102).

In addition to problems with reliability, colleague evaluation is com-
promised by the same problems with validity experienced with student
evaluation: Popularity with students and peers is not necessarily related
to good teaching, and high ratings are not necessarily associated with
learning outcomes. The main problem perceived by Batista is that rescarch .
in the area of colleague evaluation has not been dealt with systematically.
He has two recommendations for 1esearch: (1) to develop adequate in-
struments and (2) to study interaction between the characteristics of the
evaluator and the characteristics of the persen being evaluated (Batis. 2
1976, p. 264). T .

The lack of understanding of how colleague evaluation works and should

. work was also cited by French-Lazovik (1981), who warned that, because
considerable progress was made during the 1970s to improye the quality
of student data, college administrators may believe that other data on
teaching effectiveness are not needed. In one of the most detailed descrip-

+ tions of how colleague evaluation should work, she points out that faculty
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peer review is an essential data base because faculty peers are uniquely

. on qualified to judge the substance of teaching.

) The approach recommended by French-Lazovik is for faculty to main-
tain dossiers on their teaching, research, and service. For example, a dos-
sier on teaching should include a brief and objective description of cach

. course taught, its objectives, enrollment, credit hours, etc. In a valuable
contribution to the ficld of colleague evaluation, French-Lazovik has de-
signed a form (see Appendix A) for peer evaluators to use when studying
taculty dossiers.

The thrust of French-Lazovik’s position is that there is a need to eval-
uate aspects of teaching that can only be judged by other faculty. Referring
back to Meceth’s adaptation of Thorndike's categories of criteria, perhaps
students are a suitable data base to evaluate immediate criteria, ic., to
assess teaching behaviors that are believed to be related to teaching ef-
fectiveness. On the other hand, perhaps [aculty peers are a suitable data
base to evaluate intermediatecriteria, i.c., to assess the process of teaching.

The need go make better use of peer evaluation was emphasized by
Batista (1976), who pointed out that colleagues are in better pusition to
evaluate certain faculty behaviors than are students or administrators.
Teacher behaviors that Batista contends cannot be validly evaluated by
students or administrators include:

1. Up-to-date knowledge of subject matter.
2. Quality of research. |
3. Quality of publications and papers. |
4. Knowledge of what must be taught. |
S. Knowledge and application of the most appropriate or most adequate
methodology for teaching specific content areus.

. 6. Knowledge and application of adequate evaluative techniques for the
objectives of hislher course(sy.
7. Professional behavior according to current etlucal standards.

¢ 8. Institutional and conmunity services.

9. Personal and pyofessional attributes.
10. Attitude toward and conumitment to colleagues, students, and the
institution (p. 269).

! Thus, although there is a need 1o know more about how to reliably use
peer review, a more sysiematic utilization of colleague evaluations ulti-
mately will provide a,more valid evaluation of faculty.

Self-evaluation. In comparison with student ratings, there has been liule

' study of peer evaluation. However, there has been even less written about ‘

' sclf-evaluation (Darr 1977). One approach to sell-evaluation is for faculty
to rate themselves on written scales similar or identical to those used by
students. According to Blackburn and Clark (1975), there is a low corre-

lation between student ratings and self-ratings; in general, faculty rate
themselves higher. Consequently self-ratings rarely are used for PRT de-
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cision making. However, self-ratings are recommended for the purpose of
imptovement. For example, Whitman recommends using a discrepancy
between student ratings and sell-ratings as a kernel of a problem for the
teacher to solve, leading to nonrandom attempts to improve instruction
(1981),

In addition to completing rating forms, another approach to self-eval-
uation is for faculty to describe their academic efforts. For example, with
regard to teaching efforts, self-evaluation would include a description of
the faculty member’s approaches to teaching, problems with teaching,
and cfforts to improve, We recommend that “effort to improve teaching”
be included as a criterion of teaching effectiveness. Thus, documentation
of how faculty assess their own needs and implement plans to meet these
needs could be used as a source of data in evaluating faculty. For example,
as a “principle of sound evaluation ** O’Hanlon and Mortensen suggest
that:

The total evalutation of faculty members should mclude consideration of
what they are doing for therr onn development, including attendance at
workshops, redevelopment of teaching matenials, tryving new approaches,
and secking help from colleagues and mstructional consultants. These
considerations should niclude how the teacher is profiting from evalua-
tions received from suudents and others (1980, p. 666).

In addition to documentmg improvement of teaching, we recommend
documenting research and service improvemeont. We justify this data sourcee
on the basis that, by definition, a good laculty member is one who seeks
to improve performance of teaching, rescarch, and service at any current
level of performance.

.. . n . ° \ a
Administrative evaluation. Virtually all faculty evaluations conducted for
the purpose of PRT decision making use evaluation by administrators,
since department heads and deans are usually involved in making per-
sonntel decisions. However, rather than generating their own data, ad-
ministrators tend to evaluate faculty based on student anw colleague data
sources already collected (Darr 1977). When it is possible to judge from
research studies, ratings by administrators tend to be the same as ratings
by colleagues (Ericksen and Kulik 1974, p. 3).

Because of the time involved in becoming familiar with an mdl\-luu.ll
faculty member's teaching, research, and service efforts, i. is unlikely that
administrators will personally evaluate faculty except insmall institutions
(Darr 1977; O’Hanlon and Mortensen 1980). Thus, most attention to ad-
ministrative evaluation is placed on Zlow admnistrators use avaitable data
sources. For example, at Franklin and Marshall, a sinall liberal arts college
in Lancaster, Pennsylvania, a faculty member's department head and dean
evaluate teaching by reviewing (1) evaluations [rom all students in all
the teacher’s courses, (2) exit interviews with department seniors,
(3)"“grapevine” feedback from students, (4) course syllabi, and, some-

—t
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times, (5) ebservations of classroon teaching. Based on these data sourees,
the department head and dean independently rate the faculty member on
an ordinal seale:

® Rate a 0 on this criterion if, ot the basis of the evidence, it can be said

that the faculty member was below average on all measures and counts.

® Rate a | on this eriterion if, on the basis of the evidence, it can be said

that the fucrdty member was below average, taking all counts and measures

as a whole even though on some measures or counts he or she may have

béen above average.

® Rate a 2 ou this criterion if, on the basis of the evidence, it cau be said

that the faculty member was average, taking all counts and measures as

- a whole.

® Rate a 3 on this criterion if, on the basis of the evidence, it can be said
| that the fuculty member vas above uw.ru;,c taking all counts and measures
: as a whole.
® Rate a4 on this criterion if, on the basis of the evidence, it can be said
that the faculty member was above average on-all counts and measures.
® Rate a 5 on this criterion if, on the basis of the evidence, it can be said . !
that the faculty member was clearly excellent on all cownts and measures
{Michalak and Friedrich 1981, pp. 586-87).

After the department he: \d and dean confer and reconcile any differ-
encees, the ratings are reported to the faculty member, who can appc.al a
rating to the dean. The dean makes the final decision.
Theirapproach to evaluating a faculty member’s scholarship is snmllar.
The department head and dean independently rate scholarship using an-
other ordinal seale:

® Rate a 0 on this criterion if the faculty member has, during the past
vear, (1) had no publications and (2) had no systematic program of re-
search and study,
® Rate a 1 on this criterion if the faculty member has, during the past
year, (1) published a book review or its equivalent or (2) pursued a svs-
tematic program of research and study leading toward further publication

- or the presentation of a new course, ¢
® Rate a 2 on this criterion if the faculty member has, during the past
year, displaved activity in scholarship by having (1) published an article
or equivalent series of book reviews or subsidized stdies and (2) pursued
a systematic program of research and study leading toward further pub-
lication or the presentation of a new course.

N ® Rate a 3 on this criterion if the faculty member has, during the past
year, displayed good scholarship by having (1) published one ortwo high-
quulu\' articles or edited an unlhologv or book of readings and (2) pursued
a systematic program of research and studv leading toward publication
or the presentation of a new course.
® Rate a 4 on this criterion if the fuculty member has, during the past
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vear, displayed excellence in scholarship by having (1) pursued a system-
atic research and study program leading toward further publuauon or the
presentation of a new course and (2) published a book or equivalent of
articles andlor monographs, or the equivalent in the fine aris; or (instead
of 2) (3) devised «a set of procedures or syllabus that could be expected to
affect the teaching of the discipline in first-rate colleges and wniversities.
® Raie a 5 on this criterion if the faculty member has, during the past
year, displaved owstanding excellence in scholarship by having (1) pursued
a systematic research and study program leading toward further publi-
cation or the presentation of a new course and (2) authored a high-quality
book,or an equivalent set of articles andfor monographs, or the equivalent
in the fine arts; or (instead of 2) (3) devised a set of procedures or syllabus
that can be expected to substantially change the teaching of the duuplme
in first-rate colleges and universities. (Michalak amI Friedrich 1981, pp.
584-85)

Michalak and Friedrich admit the subjectivity of the measures, How-
ever, they contend that the use of an original rating scale plus multiple
data sources enhange reliability and validity. Clearly, their approach at-
tempts to promote objcutwnty bv both qualitative and quantitative means.
In other words} qualitative obju.twm is enhanced by a technique (the
ordinal rating scale) to improve Lvalua‘tlons conducted by individual de-
partment heads and deans; quantitative gbjectivity is enhanced by using
multiple sources of data rather than relying on observations of a single
party. Although the procedures used at Franklin and Marshall reflect the. .
administrative routines of that institution and may be difficult to replicate!
elsewhere, we recommend the technique of providing admnmstr’xtons with
descriptive scales and using multiple raters.

Having considered the purposes of evaluation (faculty lmprou.mgnt
and PRT decision making), the areas to be evaluated (teaching, research,
and service) and criteria (explicit and written) to assess these areas of
performance, the fourth major issue to be addressed concerns procedire,
i.c., the sequence of activities for implementing a faculty evaluation pro-
gram,

Administrative Procedures .

A critical issue in faculty evaluation is determining how data are collected
and reviewed. One approach is for individual faculty to bear the *burden
of proof.” In other words, at some institutions, faculty are expected to
provide evidence of their teaching, rescarch, and service effectiveness.
Prior to the 1970s, this was the predominant approach to data collection.
Its major disadvantage is that data collection is not standardized and
often what is evaluated is not faculty performance in the arcas of teaching,
research, and service, but rather faculty skill in collecting and presenting
data in a favorable light. Since the 1970s, there has been a trend toward
systematic, standard data collection. Increasingly, institutions are spelling
out what data faculty should collect regarding their own performance,
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often in the form of teachers’ dassiers. Moreover, institutions are spelling
out what data the institution will routinely collect regarding faculty per-
formance. The major advantage is that faculty members know in advance
what their responsibilities are (Centra 1979).

The shift in responsiblity [rom those who are going to be evaluated to
those who are going to be doing the evaluating is reflected in Eble’s ree-
ommendations to department heads with respect to PRT decisions:

1. Keep careful records of what eacl member of a department does as a
teacher, quarter by quarter, vear by vear. -

2. At tenure time or time of other important reviews, reduce these data to
an easily grasped form and place them in the hanids of evervone involved
in the review,

3. Most of all, sav a great deal about tuuhmg belore tenure time. If you
wait to speak, it will always be too late (1978, p. 30).

On almost every aspect of promotion, retention, and tenure, institu-
tional policies and practices varv. Although some colleges and universities
may still use informal procedures to make PRT decisions, the trend toward
more systematic evaluation has included a formalization of faculty per-
sonnel policies and procedures.

In the academic profession, as in other prolessions, members of the
profession make personnel decisions. In most colleges and universities, it
is senior faculty who hifp make PRT decisions; although, in some cases
even junior f'u.ult are represented in the process. While practices vary,
often faculty committees make recommendations to administrative offi-
cers, e.g., department heads, deans, academic vice presidents, and presi- *

‘dents. (Commission on Academic Tenure 1973). c

O
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Once the data are collected, the review process, for the most part, is
dominated by administrators. Given the importance of evaluation deci-
sions to individual faculty, Moomaw was surprised that faculty rarely
play a substantial role in the functioning of {acutty evaluation programs.
The Southern Regional Education Board survey of assignment of prineipal
evaluation responsibility for decisions on salarys promotion, and tenure
demonstrated conclusively that the academic deanand department chair-
person are the two most important persons. The department chairperson
was more important in doctoral and master’s legree institutions and the
acadentic dean was more important at bachelor’s degree and two-yvear
institutions (Moomaw ct al. 1977).

There are two views regarding the dominant role played by adminis-
trators in evaluating faculty. According to one view, evaluating faculty
for making PRT decisions is an appropriate responsibility for adminis-
trators. Defending the view that PRT decision making is an adininistrative
respounsibility, the dean of one New England college of education com-
mented, “There is no set of data or procedure for gathering it and no
review process that can subdtitute for our [deans’] pwlcsswn.lljudgmcnt
(Philippi 1979, p. 9).
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Philippi acknowledges the difficulty of evaluating faculty, but does not
back away from the responsibility:®

In a university the academic administrator is a double agent, serving as
an agent of the very faculty he is supposed to evaluate as the agent of the
‘university . .. If an academic administrator is incapable of consistent,
sound judgment, termination of that administrator would alone improve
personnel practices in the institution (1979, p. 10).

The view that administrators are responsible for evaluating faculty
does not exclude faculty from participating in developing and evaluating
the process. In fact, faculty involvement in developing the evaluation pro-
gram and critiquing it is explicity recommended by Mark (1977).

According to a sccond view of the role playved by administrators, ad-
ministrators should have less control. Notably, academic unions generally
try to reduce or climinate the power of administrators to reward faculty.
For example, unions have sought to have new appointments defined as
“probationary,” which implies a claim to permanency for faculty who can
demonstrate that they can handle the job (Ladd and Lipset 1973, p. 72).

In general, where collective bargaining exists, due process for faculty being

evaluated is spelled out, and faculty committees are play mg an increased
role in recommending personnel decisions and listening to appeals. Never-
theless, administrators continue to play dominant roles in the process.

The need for due process is highlighted by the decisions bf couitts. In
a review of court cases and their iniplications (which should be read by
all administrators and faculty concerned with faculty evaluation), Balch
documents that many courts have hesitated to take a role in the decision-
making process of faculty evaluation. For the most part, coults defer to
the expertise of administrators and faculty to evaluate facultyl However,
she notes a rise in the number of cases brought to court and the Willingness
of courts to become more involved than they used to be. Balchiattributes
the rise in the number of cases brought to court to the financial retrench-
ment in higher education. As relocation becomes more difficult fpr faculty,
the willingness to fight negative personnel decisions through I‘Igal chan-
nels becomes more attractive (1980). ,

The willingness of courts to become more involved can be zftttributcd
to the notion of “state action” in private institutions. In other words, some
courts view private colleges and universities that receive largeamounts
of federal and state funding as public institutions. Consequently,jthe Four-
teenth Amendment, which provides that the state shall not deprive any
person of life, liberty, or property without due process of law, may apply
to private as well as public institutions. Thus, at a minimum, colleges and
universitics should comply with due process in making PRT lecisions,
i, provide faculty with proper notice and an opportunity for a fair hear-
ing. Also, although courts show little or no interest in the speciffe criteria
included or evaluation methods used, they do expect criteria and methods
to be published (Centra 1979).
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As a result of her review of legal actions, Balch recommended that
administrators should:

1. become knowledgeable concerning the ever-changing legal obliga-
tions and rights of publiciprivate institutions toward faculty evalua-
tion.

2. be certain of lusther role as an administrator in carrving out the
evaluation policies and practices of the institution.

3. muake certain that the evaluation process of each facudty member is

«  job-related.

4. be sure that the facidty evaluations are not discriminatory in intent,
application, or results.

5. becertain that evaluation forms contain precise and uniformtlanguage
and should be statistically valid.

6. guarantee that eyaluators at the institution are trained in how to use
and ‘analvze evaluation instruments.

7. provide for the performance evaluation process to inclde the appro-

« priate variety of represented groups* students, fuculty peers within and
| withowt the department, and administrators.
. -, 8. insist that performanee evaluation procedures be conducted in entirety
before making any changes in personnel decisions. .
9. inform facudty members in writing of the results of their performance
evaluation.
10. see that their institution develops thorough written policies pertaining
to the use of faculty evaluation, procedures for administration, and various
rules which may govern any decisions rendered.
11. make certain that these policies are communicated to all newly hired
faculty members before they sign their first contraet so that both parties
fully understand the entire evaluation process. )
12. provide for consistency of standards and procedures of faculty eval-
wation.
13. work for improved administrative-faculty conmunications to keep
evaluation procedures “above board.”
1d.create a sense of fairness in fucing evaluation problems,
15.. not take rash action to mere “hear-say’ of other fuculty imembers.
16. check on current insurance policies far maximum coverage perinitted
by law: (for passible cases of administrative liability in evaluation).
17. employ legal connsel who has a good knowledge of the instinition, its )
organizational striecture, policies, and goals.
18. have this legal counsel keep the administrative staff and facudiy, as
well as students, current on their rights in the entire evaluation picture
(1980, pp. 38-39).

Y

In addition, Balch recommends that faculty should:

.

1. be aware of and get to know the next highest person in administrative
authority. When a problem arises, contact this person first.
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2. try to have a third newtral party present when dealing with a %'hot”
issue with either stidents or administration.
3. keep and maintain written memoranda of conferences andior lele-
“phone conversations.
4. be aware that nothing can be assumed to be wnftdenual if told to a
student or a colleague.
5: keep up to date written personal records of all acadentic accomplish-
ments, service, and honors. v
6. wtilize,the student evaluation process of the institution and for added
strength, design self-evaluation forms for clusses to respond to other types
of questions.
7. keep all records from the time of hiring (contracts, faculty handbock,
catalogs, etc.) in a chronological file.
8. not attack verbally and publicly the department chairperson, dean, or
t>—presideiit of the institution.
0\ 9. keep current about new laws, nules, regulations, or policies which

e

. T night affect_the teaching position.
0. try to remain out of the “losing” categories such as “innmoral, be-
. waviorally undesirable, or incompetent (1980, pp. 37-35).

here are pressures on colleges and universities to develop adminis-
tratlve procedures acceptable to faculty and their union representatives
and to implement a faculty evaluation program consistent with the re-
quirements of due process. These pressures point to as much faculty in-
volvement as possible in designing, implementing, and critiquing the
evaluation process. In response to these pressures, the Southern Regional -~ -
Education Board initiated its faculty evaluation project in 1977 to help |
“member institutions design, revise, or critique their faculty evaluation
programs. This regional approach is worth noting because the major rea-
« sons for its success may be applicable elsewhere.
SREB faculty evaluation project. SREB's faculty evaluation project was
an 18-month project to help 30 participating institutions promote the
principles of comprehensive, svstematic faculty.evaluation. A stimulus for
the project had been SREB's 1975 survey and-the 1975-76 case studiesq-
which showed evidence that, in general, faculty evaluation was not com-
prehensive and systematic. In the fall of 1977, the project staff conducted  ~
two regjonal conferences to discuss the SREB findings and to encourage
member institutions to apply to be among the 30 colleges and universities
to develop new or revised faculty evaluation programs with the assistance
of SREB resources. Fifty-six institutions applied for the 30 positions. Se-

\
4
|
|
|
lections were based on diversity of type of institution and reflected various
levels of sophistication and types of practice. The aim of the project was

¥

to help improve faculty evaluation on a regional level:

Central to the project’s rationale was the belief that institutions could
benefit from collectively addressing the same issues and using similar
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change strategies under a regional funbrella which included periodic group
experiences and access to similar regional resources while working on
appropriate local approaches (O'Connell and Smartt 1979, p. 2).

To implement a regional approach, the SREB formed a task foree on
faculty evaluation, which reviewed stalf findings, produced recommen-

dations for developing a new or revised evaluation program, and served

as an advisory committee to monitor progress throughout the project. At
cach campus, an institutional team of at least two faculty members and
one academic administrator was formed. Institutional team members at-
tended three workshops at six-month intervals. After each workshop, one
of the workshop leaders visited each campus to consult with the institu-
tional team there. In addition, project staff kept in contact with institu-
tional team members.

The SREB faculty evaluation projeet was evaluated by a three-member
team: Jou F. Wcrg,m of Virginia Commonwealth University, Al Smith of
the University of Florida, and George E. Rolle of the Southern Association
of Colleges and Schools. On a rotating basis, two members of the evalu-
ation team observed each of the three semi-annual workships and used
an evaluation form to assess theseffectiveness of these workshops. Also,
after cach workshop, one member of cach institutional tean was inter-
viewed. In addition, l"oIIome~ cach visit by a consultant to one of the 30

campuses, the consultant and the institutional tecam members colipleted
an evaluation form. Finally, cach evaluation team member visited five
institutions and reviewed the portfolio of five institutions.

According to the evaluation team, the 30 participating institutions
could be organized into three categor u.s‘ ,

1. Fifteen institutions had set a goalof developing a new comprehen-
sive faculty evaluation system from scrateh. The evaluation team found
that five accomplished their goals in full, ic., a new system had been
developed, field-tested, approved, and readied for full implementation.
Four had developed- a new gystem that was currently being field-tested;
four had developed parts of a new system such as a student evaluation
form; and two had not progressed much beyond preliminary data collee-
tion such as faculty surveys and interviews.

2. Nine institutions had set a goal of modifying or "fine tuning” their
current system, e.g., revising the student rating form or tving faculty
evaluation close to faculty development. The evaluation team found that
cight of these institutions had made significant progress. In the one school
that had not made significant progress, poor communication and a low
level of trust between the faculty and the administration seemed to be the
deterrent to implementing revisions in their faculty evaluation program.

3. Six institutions had set a goal of reviewing and assessing the status
quo and improving communication about faculty evaluation. These tended
to be large institutions with existing formal svstems of faculty evaluation.
The evaluation team found that the project had little observable impact
at only one of those schools (Wergin, Smith, and Rolle 1979, pp. 7-11).

A1
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The evaluation team concluded:

In semunary, then, with a few exceptions, the instinuional teams [had]
made significant progress toward accomplishing their original goals. This
progress has perhaps been most impressive in those colleges in the first
group who started from “ground zerd” . .. Further, there [were] major
suecesses in both of the other two groups as well. Overall, across the 30
project institutions, observable progress wward goal accomplishment [was]
visible and observable in all but four (Wergin, Smith, and Rolle 1979, pp
8-9}.

In addition to the importance of the SREB faculty evaluation project
as an emblem of the growing interest in faculty evaluation during the
1970s, the project is important because the major reasons responsible for
progress in the participating institutions are applicable to colleges and
universities elsewhere. According to the evaluation tean, seven charac-

: teristics in descending ovder of importance were: 3

1. active support and involvement of top:level adnunxsu.ltms.

2. faculty involvement throughout the project;

3. fauulty trust in administration;

4. faculty dissatisfaction with the status quo;

5. historical acceptance of faculty evaluation;

6. presence of an institutional statement covering the philosophy and
uses of evaluation; and

7. degree of centralized institutional decision making (Wergin, Smith,
and Rolle 1979). |

°”

|

For college faculty and administrators who wish to improve faculty ‘
evaluation at their campuses, these characteristics provide a template for |
assessing conduciveness to change. Also, in the absence of these charac- |
teristics, agents of change are provided with organizational goals 10 aim ‘
for when preparing for change in faculty evalnation,

« Facu'h_\' E\'alxla;iott &3]
ERIC

38




Summary and,Conclusions
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]
% 4

A trend that began in the 1970s and coniinued into the 1980s has been to
examine how faculty are evaluated. Manifestations of this trend have been
meta evaluations conducted by systems of higher education, more system-
atic programs of faculty evaluation developed by individual institutions,
and rescarch studies carried out by evaluation specialists.
Purposes of Evaluation ) .
A critical review of this trend indicates that, currently, faculty evaluation
does not serve well the dual purposes of making personnel (promotion-
retention-tenure) decisions and helping faculty improve. An examination
of faculty evaluation systems indicates that often making personnel de-
cisions is more lCddll\' served than hclpmg faculty improve. For many
faculty, evaluation of their performance is thlc.ltcnng and the ends of
evaluation are pereeived as punitive. This view is reinforced in institutions
. where there is a low level of trust between the administration and the
faculty. Also, negative attitudes of faculty toward evaluation can be ex.
pected where faculty have not played important voles in the initiation or
development of the faculty evaluation program.

In some institutions, administrators naively believe that faeulty de-
velopment flows naturally from faculty evaluation. It is assumwed that, if
faculty are provided with evaluation data, they will seck to improve their
performance. However, there is little evidence that this is automatically

LV& pe. Studies indicate that evaluation can lead to development under cer-
in conditions, e.g., if tducational consultation accompanies evaluation.
Ironically, in some institutions where educational resources are available,
faculty developers intentionally disassociate themselves from the faculty
evaluation program because of its negative image.

An advantage of linking faculty development to evaluation is the ef-
ficieney of one system of data collection, Unfortunately, at the present
time, many administrators and faculty see that the purpose of faculty
evaluation is to make personnel decisions and pay lip service to the pur-
pose of faculty improvement, This is unlikely to change in the near future.
However, it will change in colleges and universities that use development
and tinprovement as a criterion in their evaluation of faculty, In other
words, faculty evaluation will serve the dual purposes of making personnel
decisions and developing faculty where it is rewarding in the PRT process
for facuity to demonstrate evidence of development and improvement.

b4 x

Areas for Evaluation
The major areas to be evaluated are teaching, research, and service. The
trend in faculty evaluation is to debate thc weight of teaching versus
rescarch. In most colleges and universities service is considered ina dm;m’
third place, although this may not be the-case in institutions that hatve a
historic tradition of public scrvice.
Although some rescarch-oriented universities stress the unpor:anw of
rescarch over teaching, most colleges and universities-purport to stress
. teaching. However, many faculty believe that the.emphasis on teaching

-
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is lip service and that research is given more weight in evaluation. In some

cases, this perception is corrvect. In these institutions, often administrators

lament the ditficulty of evaluating teaching and would like to give it more

weight “il only™ it could be measured adequately. .
Faculty will be less threatened by evaluation when (1) the weight given )

to teaching, rescarch, and service is made explicit and (2) discrepancies M

between purported and actual weights are diminished. Evaluating what

is belivved to be the important areas of performance rather than casy-to-

measure areas will go a long way toward increasing confidence in the

evaluation process. This will require advances in the state of the art of

developing criteria and standards.

. Criteria and Standards

With the general trend toward more systematic and comprehensive faculty
evaluation, efforts have Been made to improve the obyectivity of evaluation.
The gralitative approach to objectivity emphasizes improving the quality
of duta collected from any single source, namely by providing written
explicit criteria and standards of performance. The quantitative approach
to objectivity emphasizes collecting data from multiple sources, e.g., stu-
dents, peers, sell, and-administrators.  *

Because of the impetus to give more weight to teaching, criteria de.
. velopment has focused mostly on clarifving just what are the attributes
of effective téaching for those doing the evaluating as well as for those
being evaluated. Thus far, the trend is to design forms that ask students
and peers to evaluate an instructor on elements considered demonstrative
of effective teaching.

One unresolved jssue is the use of student learning as evidence of
cffective teaching. To resolve this issue, much more will have to known
about the relationship between teaching and learning. Although more is
being learned from the experimental work of cognitive psychologists, the
efforts of colleges and universities to include student learning as one of
many data sources also will increase our understanding of student learning
as a criterion of t‘cnching clfectiveness. .

Another unresolved issue concerns peer review of classroom teaching N
versus review of teacher dossiers. Som¢ faculty consider classroom vis. |
itation an infringement of rights, a negative action. Others believe that :
teacher dossiers are too removed from the act of teaching. Unfortunately, |
relatively little has been done to study the area of colleague evaluation,

The state of the art is primitive regarding how to use peer review in -
technically adequate, useful, efficient, and cthical ways. .

In the view of the authors, the development of written, explicit criteria
and standards has produced a tremendous conflict in valics, which we
have chosen to call a “crisis in spirit.” On one hand, there is the value of
fair play. By making criteria and standards used to evaluate faculty ex-
plicit, faculty know what is expected of them. Being explicit proteets fac-
ulty against race and sex discrimination as well as against other arbitrary
judgments. -

A
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* On the other hand, there is the value of faculty motivated by intrinsic
athcr than extrinsic reasons. Explicit eriteria encourage .\Lultv to-do
things for the sake of evaluation. A potential abuse is that faculty will
meet criteria, but not with quality or the desired spirit of action. For
example, suppose that one criterion of effectiveteaching is “the instructor
provides students with an up-to-date bibliography.” A teacher who is
intrinsically motivated to conduct courses may naturally be familiar with |

. new contributions to the literature and will update the bibliography.as a
matter of course. In this case, we can imagine a teacher who critically
reads the literature-and thoughtfully adds to and subtracts rom the bib-
liography with student nceds in mind. Before the development of explicit
criterfa, his or her maintenance of an up-to-date bibliography might even
have been cited.post facto as evidence*of good teaching at the time of
tenure review. v

«With the advent of explicit criteria, one could ow iinagine a faculty o
member adding uew citations to the bibliography without having read

. the new materials. In addition, older citations could be dr opped without

weighing which of the old sources deserve o be maintained-on the bib-
liography. In fact, one could even imagine an extrinsically motivated teacher
preparing an annotated bibliography based on information provided on
book _].\Lk(.‘l covers and journal article abstracts! Meeting criteria fo: thc

1 sake ofc aluation could produce what we have chosen to call a lgri

| spirit.”

| The Commission on Academic Tenure in Higher Education (jointly

sponsored by the American Association of University Professors and the

‘ / Association of American Colleges) anticipated the same ploblcm in its ’

final Jeport: -

<4

o -

Evalualion too often stresses quantity rather than quality. Review com-
mittees are impressed by the number of publications rather than by their
significance. Extrinsic signs such as the g Aencml reputation of journals or
publishers are often substituted for a positivé assessment of the work itself.
Nontenured members of faculties, believing, that largely quantitative tests
of publication prevail, lose confidence in the evaluation process and are
often-prompged to undertake quick projects that will expand their bibli-
ographies, rather than to work onmore dt/fu.ull or more long-term pwb-
lems (1973, p. 39).

i
)

Plucdcnt for this crisis can be found'in the movement towaid instrue-
tional objectives. In the 1960s, when instructional objectives became pop-
ular, proponents argued that instructional objectives promoted [airness
because students would know what to study. The argument was similar
to the one used on behall of explicit criteria for faculty evaluation: If

. students and teachers are informed in advance ofwhat is the basis of their
evaluation, everyone will have equal opportunity to succeed.
- However, theexperiences of some faculty with instructional objectives
are that it is difficult to’write.objectives for high levels of learning, c.g.,

-
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analyzing versus knowing, low-level learning tends to trivialize learning,
e.g., “the student will be able to deline . .. recognize . . . identify;” and
students who study only to meet objectives do not go bevond the objectives.
Similarly, it is possible that [aculty evaluation will be based on eriteria
that are the easiest to measure and faculty will meet standards in a pro-
cedural vather than substantive fashion. The challenge in faculty evalu-
ation is to promote fairness by using explicit criteria and promote quality
with high standards.

Administrative Procedures ’
A review of faculty evaluation reveals that, in many colleges and wuni-
versities, faculty involvement in initiating, developing, and implementing
evaluation systems is low. The willingness of administrators to take re-
sponsibility for routine data collection (e.g., course ratings by students)
. reinforces the notion that evaluation is something done to faculty rather
than by faculty. More faculty involvement in designing and evaluating
+ systems ol faculty evaluation can be expected in colleges and umversities
that use colleague ratings and sell-ratings. Preparation of teaching dossiers
further involves faculty in the.evajuation process. Involvement of faculty
is desirable because faculty judgments are needed to produce meaningful
criteria and standards, !
Although the cconomic factors that stimulated an examination of fac-
ulty evaluation may change, the authors predict no return to the ““good
old days” when one was promoted because the department head and dean
“liked the cut of his jib.” The requirement of courts that institutions of
higher learning provide written explicit eriteria and due process, the ex-
pecetation of fagulty and faculty unions for shared governance, and the
support by administrators and faculty for fair personnel decisions all paint
to a centinuation of the trend toward examming how faculty are evaluated
and developing more systematic, comprehensive systems in the 1980s.

> .
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Appendix A

Suggested Form for Peer Review of Undergraduate Teaching Based on

Dossier Materials

Dossier Ma !eﬁals

Suggested Focus in
Examining Dossier Materials

1. What is the quality of materials used in teaching?

® Course outline

® Syllabus

® Reading list

® Test used

® Study guide

® Description of non-print materials
e Hand-outs ~

® Problem sets

® Assignments

Peer Reviewer's Rating: Low )

Comments

® Are these materials current?

® Do they vepresent the best work in |
the field? ‘

® Are they adequate and appropriate
to coutse goals?

® Do they represent superficial or
thorough coverage of course con-
tent?

| ] —} | — Very High

2. What kind of intellectual tasks were set by the teacher Jor the studenes (or did the
teacher suceeed in geting students 1o set for themselves), and how did the students

perform?

® Copivs of graded examinations

o Examples of graded rescarch papers
e Examples of wacher’s feedback to

students on written work
® Grade distribution
® Descriptions of student performances,
_e.g., class presentation, cte.
o Examples of completed assignments

e What was the level of intellectual
petfoomance achieved by the stu.
dents?

e What kind of work was given an A?
aB?aC?

® Did the students learn what the de-
partment curriculum expected for
this course?

o How adequately do the tests or as-
signments represent the kinds of -
student performance specified in the
course objectives?

Peer Reviewer's Rating: Low — | — | | —}— || — Verv High

Comments

F ‘I-IC«,;(; ® Faculty Evaluation
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A How knowledgeable 1s tus faculiy member m subjects 1aught)?

o Evidence in teaching materials ® Has the instructor kept in thought.
® Record of attendance at regional or ful contact with developments in his
national mectings or her field?

o Record of colloguia or lectures given ® |5 there evidence of acquaintance

) with the idCas and findings of other
- . .- scholars?

(This question addresses the schol. '
. arship necessary to good teaching.
- It is not concerned with scholarly

- research publication.)
Peer Reviewer’s Rating Low oy f )] || Very High

Comments ' :

4. Has this faculty member assumed responsibilines related 10 the departiment’s or
university’s eaching mission?

® Record of service on department ® Has he or she become a departmen-
curriculum committee.’honors pro- tal or college citizen n regard to
gram, advising board of teaching teaching responsibilities?
support service, special commit- ® Doces this faculty member recognize
tees {e.g., to examine griding poli- problems that hinder good teaching
cies, admission standards, ete.) and does he or she take a responsible

® Deseription of activities in super- part in trving to solve them?
vising graduate students learning o Is the involvement of the faculty
to teach. member appropriate to his or her

® Evidence of design of new courses, - academic level? (e.g., assistant pro-

fessors may sometimes become ov-
erinvolved to the detriment of their
scholarly and teaching activities.)

Peer Reviewer's Rating: Low — | — ) — ) — ] |.— ] Very High

Comments °

g
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5. To what extent 1s tus faculty member iving o achieve excellence m teaching?

o Factual statement of what activities ¢ Has he orshe sought feedback about
the faculty member has engaged in teaching quality, eaplored alteina-
to improve his or her teaching. uve eaching methods, made changes

o Examples of questionnanes used for to increase student learning?
formative purposes. ® Has he or she sought aid in teving

o Examplcs of changes made on the new teaching ideas?
basis of feedback. ® Has he or she developed special

teaching materials or participated
in cooperative etforts aimed at up-
grading teaching quality?

Peer Reviewer's Rating: Low ——f ]|} ] Verv High

Comments

Peer Reviewer's Signature

Date
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Guidelines for Use of Results of the Student Instructional Report

The following guidelines were developed by Educational Testing Service

staff aud college and university represeritatives to assist institutions n

the appropriate use of student ratings of faculty. Although the guidelines

are based primarily on the use of the Student Instructional Report (SIR),
, they have a value bevond their association with the use of this particular

instrument.

The Student Instructional Report (SIR) tvpically and appropriately isused
for instructional improvement; for tenure, promotion, vr salary decisions;
and by students for course selection. These guidelines provide information
to teachers, administrators, and students who use SIR in any of these
ways.” Each guideline, unless otherwise indicated, is appropriate for all
three uses.

It is important that faculty members and administrators understand
clearly how the results of student evaluations will be used, who will have,

o aeeessttorany-results, and-howstheir-use relates to-local: contractual-ar- o
rangements or institutional policies.

These guideline recommendations were based on a series of studies
with the Student Instructional Report and other research with similar
instruments. A committee of SIR users, ETS stadf, and researcliers n.et to
review and discuss the guidelines. The final list represents.the expericnee

- and knowledge of this group.

1. Use multiple sources of information. For whatever purpose the results

may be used. it is critical to keep inmind that student instrue tional ratings |
represent only' one source of information about teaching performance. |
Other information @bout teaching, in addition to student opinion, also

should be included. In particular, SIR should ot be used as the sole basis .
for evaluating teaching effectivencess.

2, Use multiple sets of ratings. A pattern of ratings over time is the best
estimate of instructor effectiveness as seen by students. Ratings fromonly
one course or from one term may not fairly répresent a teacher's perfors
mance (although, for course improvement, ratings from a single course
can be useful.) For personnel decisions, it is essential to examine rating
trends or patterns over time (see additional comments in nuinber 4 re-
garding possible course bias):

3. Obtain a sufficient number of student raters. The reliability of the SIR
items depends on having a sufficient number of students responding in
order to reduce the effects of a few divergent raters.

©September 1981, College and University Programs, Educational Testing Service.
*Although there may be other uses of SIR results, these guidelines address the theee
most frequent ones. !
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Currently, reports are not printed for a class with fewer than five
students. chuns based on responses from fewer than 10 students are
flagged with an asterisk and users are advised o interpret them with
saution. When fewer than 10 students respond to any individual item, the
same caution applies.

The proportion ol a class that rates an instructor also is impor tant, if
over a third are absent o1 choose not 1o respond, the results may not be
representative of the class.”  (The reliabilities of all SIR item means are
listed and discussed in SIR Report Number 3.)

4. Take into account course characteristics. A lew course characteristics
appear to affect ratings and should be taken into account by reference to
appropriate comparative data or in other ways. Smatl classes (that is,
under 13) often receive more favorable ratings than larger classes, perhaps
deservedly, since they often provide a better leauming envivonment. Courses
required by the Lollugc that are not part of a student’s s major or winor
ficld tend to receive somewhat lower ratings than other courses. Ratings
also may differ because of the subject field of the course. For cach of these
characteristics, the differences may not be large, but together they can be
significant.

5. Rely more on global ratings than onother items for personnel decisions.
Overall ratings of the teacher or the course (items 39 and 38) tend w0
correlate higher with student learning scores in & vowrse than do other
items or factors in SIR. Decision makers, therefore, should (ocus initially
on the overall evaluation items. Other items and factors in SIR, which
are useful for diagnosing teacher or course strengths and weahnesses, are
important for improvement purposes and for interpreting the overall vat-
ings in personnel decisions. These items tend to reflect different weaching
stvles and therefore should not be summed or averaged (o provide a total
score. (SIR Report Number 4 presents data on the relationship beiween
student ratings and learning scores.)

6. Supplement diagnostic information for teaching improvement. SIR
results help 1o diagnose teachers” strengths and weaknesses. Although
studies have shown that some teachers can improve alter receiving SIR
results,others may not know how to change their instruction. Instructional
dcvv..lupmuu services and resources can help teachers who want o do
something about these weaknesses. 1Uis appropriate (o use SIR results in
instructional counseling and to direct teachers o resources for instrue-
tonal improvement.

“*On the SIR ieport sisell, nem means are nos computed when more than 50 pereent
of the students cither onut an 1iem or mark 11 not applicable, and (actor scotes are
nol computdd when there 1s a high (50 pereent) ot or not apphcable vaie in one

or more of thedtems in the facior,
Ll
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7. Use comparative-data. Smce student ratings tvpically tend to be fa-
vorable, comparative data (both national and appiopriate local data) pro-
vide a conteat within which teachers and others can imerpret mdividual
reports. In making comparisons, it is important 1o look at the distribution
of students’ respounses in each class as well as at means and deciles, and
not overinterpretsmall diflerences. Dilferences of less than 10 percentile
ponts on any item or lactor generally are not cieal, and SIR data are
presented onlv at 10 percentile intervals. In most cases differences of at
least 20 percentile points are needed to be significant relative to the na.
tional comparative data. =~

Users of the Student Iastructional Report are teminded that the na-
tional data are comparative rather than normative, and the tendency
toward high ratings may work to the disadvantage of Some instructors.
Institutions may wish to supplement the national diata with local nor-
mative-data that arc developed over time. (The SIR Comparative Guide
i'lfl‘ﬁ es a lu||N('“§I:Ussiun»oLtllgg}{[l}_(z}gﬁliltjll of the national data.)

A S e
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8. Employ standardized procedures for administering the forms in each
class. When the results will be used in personnel degisions, it is critical
to employ standardized admimstrative procedures. Each msutution will
want to develop its own method. One possibility is to have a student,
another faculty member. or someone other than the teacher involved dis-
tribute, collect, and place the questionnatres in a sealed envelope. (Mailing
the forms to students usually results in a poor respouse rate.) The teacher
should not be present during the process, which probably will take less

} than 15 minutes of class time. The timing, preferably during the last week

7 or two ol class, also should be standard; it probably is best to give results

to instructors after grades for the course have been reported.

N

Additional Suggestions
1. For additional diagnostic information, use the optional items and writ-
ten comments. Use of optional items ¢an make the SIR adaptable to a
, wider range of courses. Up to 10 additional and locally written items can
be added to SIR in Section IV (items 40-49). These might be course spe-
cific, provided by the individual teacher or department, or they, might be o
drawn from the “Suggested Supplementary ltems™ lisv included in In-
structor’s: Guide to Using SIR. Information from these items and Trom the
comments written by students in response to the last part of SIR (for
example, How can the course, or the way it was taught, be improved?)
provide additional helpful information to teachers. Faculty members and
others who receive this information should keep in mind, however, that
it may not be possible or desirable to satisfy all students’ complaints or .
wishes. :

2. Teachers should be encouraged to Supplement_their instructional rat-
ings. This is especially important in personnel decisions orinsstudent use
= - o SIR results for course selection, Teachers should be encouraged and
E lC Faculy Evaluationw g
M .
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given the opportunity to describe what they wete trving to accomplish in
the course and how their methods fit those objectives, or o] discuss «ir-
cumstances they feel may have affected the evaluagions. What ‘miay seem

like poor ratings{ona particular aspectof a com.sc/(m_\ be due, forexample,

to the teacher’s attemapt at a new or ditferent ppproach to the course.

. AN
3. Carry out local studies, if possible. It Also may be desirable-for an
institution to supplement SIR rescarch fidings with local studies. |
. 4

\

A
are used inevery course every tegg
pond haphazardly or not at all-Facults
members may resent the lost ghass time and also may payv Iess attention
to the results. For these reaséns an institution may wish to monitor the
) freauency of use of stud?xr‘cmluation. Strike a balance between the need
| for external evaluation dnd-the need to experiment freely in mstruction.

. . )
4. Donot overugée the forms. I rating$
students can get bored and may rx

O

E MC 42 ® Faculty Evaluation 4 9 -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Bibliography ’

The BRIC Clearinghouse on Highet Education abstiacts and midees the canent
litvanne on highet ¢ducation tor the Natonal Estitute of Educations monthls
bibliographic jomnal Resowrces i Edtecaon. Mans ol tese publications are ay aile
able thiough the ERIC Document Repr oduc tion Service (EDRS). Orebeting number
andt price for pubhications ated i i bibliography that are asatable o EFRS
han ¢ beenincluded at the end of the atation. Toor de apubhcaton, wine 1o EDRS,
P.O. Bov 190, Avlmgron, Virgsna 22210, Whett ardenng, please speaty the document
number. Docmnents are avadable sSnoted i mier oliche (ME) and paper caopy(PC).

Anderson, Scarvia B Ball, Samuel, and Munphy, Richard U Lo lopedia of i
veational Evalation. San Franesco: Jossev-Bass, 1977,

Arreok, Raoul A A Cross-Institutional Factor Stiuctiee Replicaton of the Miche
igan State Uninersaity SIRS Facaliy Evaluation Model.” Collewe Studeont dow nal
7 (1973):38-42,

Atkin J.Myton. "Behavioral Objectives mCunicalum Design. A Cartionary Note.”
Scienee Teacher 35 (Man 1968):27-30.

Balch, Pamela M “Faculty Exaluation i Higher Bducation. A Review ol Court
Cases ad Erapheations for the 1980's Photocopied, 1930, ED 187 285, ME.
S PESS M, . .

Baird. Leonard. "Common and Uncomumon Models tor Evaluating Teadhimg” In
valuatmg Leanung and Teadung, edited by, Robert Pace, New Diiections tor
Higher Education, No. 4. San Francisco: Jowev-Bass, 1973,

Batsta, Bmique B "The Place of Colleagne Exaluation m.the Appraisal of College
Teaching: A Review of the Lieratme.” Research i tigher Fdueation 4(1976).257-
71.

Bejar, baae L 7A Sursey of Selected Admmistrans ¢ Practices Supportig Studemn
Evaluation of Intructional Programs.” Researcl: urthgher Education 31975077~
86. : »

Berk, Ronald A, *The Construction of Rating Isteuments for Faculty Evaluation.™
Joumal of Higher Educanion 30 (SeptemberiOctober 1979):650-69.

Blackburn, Robert T, and Clark, Mmv Jo."An Assessment of Faculty Paformance:
Some Conclates Between Administrator, Colleague, Student and Sell-Ratngs.”
Sociology of Education 48 (Spring 1975):242-36. ‘

Bland, Cavol; Reincke, Robert Au; Weleh, Wayne W.: and Shahady, Edward J. “El.
feetiveness of Faculty Development Workshops in Famuly Mediane.” Jorral of
Fanily Practice 9 (September 1979):453-58.

Bloom, Benjamin S.; Englchart, Max D.; Furst, Edwond J.; Hill, Walker H. and
Krathwohl, David, Faxonomy of Education Objectives: Handbook 1. Cognitive
Domain. New York: David MeKay Co., 1956,

Boyd, James E., and Schientinger, E.F. Facrdiy Evaluanion Procedioes in Southern
Colleges and Universities. Athaita: Southern Regional Education Board, 1976.
ED 121 153. MF.§1.11; PC-$6.29.

Brandenburg, Dale C.; Braskamp, Larry A; and Ory, John C. "Considerations for
an Evaluation Program of lnstructional Qualivy.” CEDR Quarterlv 12 (Winter
1979):8-12.

Brown, David Lile. "Faculty Ratings and Student Grades: A University-wide Mul-
liple Rogression Analysis.” Joumal of Educational Psvehology 68 (October
1976):573-78. ,

Centra, John A. “Reliability of Student Instructional Report hems.” SIR Report
No. 3. Princeton, NoJ.: Educational Testing Service, 1973,

- How Universities Evaluate Faculty Pedformance: A Study of Department

Heads, Graduate Record Examination Board Research Report No, 75-5bR . Prin-

b4

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

5 O Faculty Evaluationw43




ceton, NJ.: Educational Testing Seeace, 1977, ED 157 445, MEF-S1.11; PC-85.14,
< Determining Faeuln Effectiveness. San Franciseo. Jossev-Bass, 1979,

Cohen, Arthue M., Lombards, John; and Brawer, Florence B. College Responses (o
Commutmuy Demands. San Franciseo: Jossev-Bass, 1975,

Conuission on Acadenie Temue, Faculiy Tenure, San Francisco. Jossev-Basy, 1973,

Conuw, LaltA, “Faculiv Sell-Apprasal. Journal of Allicd FHealth 10(Februarn ;981):49—
52, )

Council of the Amertcan Asoctation of Uninversity Prolessors. "Statement on Teach.
ing BEvaluation.” AAUP Budletin (Summer 1975):200- 202.

Darr, Ralph F., Jr. “Evaluation of College Teaching: State of the At 1977, Paper
presented at the Ohio Awadenn of Science Psvehology Division, Aprit 1977, at
Columbis, Ohiv. ED 162 559, MF-$1.11; PC-$5.14. .

Dressel, Paul L. Handbook of Acadenue Evaliagon, San Francisco, Jossev-Bass,
1976.

Dunn, Riga, and Dunn, Kenneth, Admausnator's Gude to New Programs Jor Faculty
Management and Evalwation. West Nvack, N.Y . Parker Publishing Company,

1977, '

Dwyver, Framcis, "Selected Gritermafor Exvaluating Teacher EHeaueness.” o g
College and Universuv Teaclung 21 January 1973):51-52,

Eble, Renneth, “What o Sav about Teaching at Temere Time.” ADE [Assoctation

. ol Departments of English] Budletin 57 (May 1978):30-33

Evickson, Glenn R., and Evckson, Bette L, “Improving Lollege Teaching. An Eval-
uation of a Teaching Consultation Procedwe.” Journal of Higher Education 50
(September/October 1979):670-83. ‘

Ericksen, Stanlord C., and Kulik, James A, Evaluation ol Teaching.” Memo 1o the
Facudey (Center for Research m Learning and Teaching, University ol Michigan)
2 (March 1974):1-6.

Fenker, Richard M. The Evalnation of Unversin Facudts and Advsstrators 46 (No- ;

vember/December 1975):663-87. )

Fincher, Cameron. ™ Linking Faculty Evaltation and Faculty Rewards in the Ui
versity lasues e Higher Education, No 16, Atlanta. Southern Regional Edu-
cation Board, 1980. ED 187 275, MFS1.11: PC-8349

French-Lazovik, Grace, “Peer Review: Documentary ks wdence i the Evaluanon ol
Teaching.” in Haudbook of Teacher bvaluntion, edited by J. Milhman, Beverly
Hills: Sage Publications, 1981

Gaston, Jerry; Lantz, Herman-Re-and-Suvder,-Charles-R. Publication Criterion
for Promotion in Ph.D. Grachite Departments.” e American Socralogist 10
(November 1975):239-42,

Genova, Willian 3 Madholl, Mavjorie K. Chin, Robert: and Thomas, Géorge B,
Mutual Benefu Evaluation of Faculty and Admnustrators e Higher Education,
Cumbridge, Mass.: Ballinger Publishing Companv~1976.

Ginther, John R, "A Radical Look at Behayiotal Objectives.” Paper presented at
Amertecan Educational Research Association Anmuad Meeting, Apet 1972 i Che

cago, .

Glastman, Naftaly S. "Evahuat:on of Instructors in Higher Educ‘iun " Jownal of
Higher Educativn 47 (MaviJune 1976):309-26.

Goldenstein, R, J., and*Anderson, R, C. "Attitudes of Faculty towind Teaching”
Iproving College and Universite Teaching 25 (Spring 1977) 110-11,

Goldschmid, M. L. “The Evaluatien and lmprovement of Teachmg m Higher Ed-
ucation.” Higher Education 7 {(1978):221-43, '

Grasha, Anthony F. Assessing and Developurg Faculn Perforuance: Prinaples wxd
Vodels. Cincinnati. Communication @nd Assoctation Associmes 1971,

- 44 @ Faculiv Evaluation ' 5 4

L

I » -




Greenwood, Gordon E., and Ramalgi, Howard. "Alternatives to Student Ratings of
College Teaching.” Journal of Higher Education 51 (November/December
1980):673-84. ¢

Grinnél, Richard M., and Kyte, Naney 8. ""Measuring Faculty Competence: A Model.”
Jourmal of Education for Social Work 12 (Fall 1976):44-50,

Gronlund, Norman E Staung Objectives for Classroom Teaching. New York: Mac.
millan Publishing Co., 1978.

Guba, Egon G.. and Lincoln, Yvonna S. Effective Evaluation. San Fréncisco: Jossey-
Bass, 1981,

Hawley, Robert C.”Faculty Evaluation—Some Common Pitkalls.” Judependent School
(May 1977):39-40.

Hildebrand, Milton: Wilson, Robert C.; and Dicnst, Evelyn R. Evaluating University
Teaching. Berkeley: Center for Research and Development in Higher Education,
University of California at Berkeley, 1971, ED 057 748, ME-$1.11; PC-$6.29.

Hind, Robert R Dornbusch, Sanford M.; and Scott, W. Richard. "A Theory of
Evaluation Applied to a University Faculty.” Saciology of Education 47 (Winter
1974):1 1428,

House, Evnest R. Evalueing With Validite. Beverly Hills: Sage Publications, 1980,

lrbv, David, and Rakestraw Phillip, "Evaluating Clinical Teaching in Medicine,”
Jowrnal of Medical Education 56 (March 1981):181-86.

Jauch, Lawréiee R. "Relationships of Research and Teachings: Implications for

Faculty Evaluation.” Researclt in Higher Education 5 (August 1976):1-13.

Johnson, G. E., and Stafford, Frank P. “Lifetime Eanings in a Proiessional Labor
" Market: Aeademic Economists.” Jourtal of Political Economy 82 (1974):549-69.

Kane, Robert L., and Schorow, Mitchell, “Raning the Lectuter: A Study of How
Different Disciplines Used Comparative Criteria.” Jourial of Commumir: Health
2 (Summer 1977):278-86.

Relly, Janet, and Woiwode, Daniel, “Faculty Evalisation by Residents in a Family
Medicine Residency Progran.” TheJonrnal of Family Practice 4 (April 1977):693-
95,

Retefian, Shake. “A Paradigm for Faculty Evaluation,” Nursing Ouatlook 25 (No-
vember 1977):718-20

Knapper, Christopher K. “Evaluation and Teaching: Bevond Lip Service.” Paper
presented at International Conference on Imiproving University Teaching, July
1978, in Aachen, Canada, ED 165 662, MF-$1.11; PC-$3.49,

Knox, Alan B. Adult Developoient and learning. San Francisco: Jussey-Bass, 1978,

Ladd, Everett Carll, J&., and Lipset, Seymour Martin, Professors, Unions, and Auter-
ican Higher Education. Berkeley: Carnegic Foundation for the Advancement of
Teaching; 1973.

Levinson, Judith L., and Menges, Robett J. Linproving College Teaching: A Critical
Review of Research, Evanston, 1lL: Center for the Teaching Professions, North
western University, December 1979,

Lewis, Lionel 8. Scaling the Ivory Tower, Baltimore: Juhns Hopkins University Press,
1975.

Mager, Robert, Preparing Instructional Objectives, Belmont, Calif.: Fearan Publishe
ers, 1962,

Mark, Sandra Fay. "Faculty ‘Evaluation Systems: A Research Study of Selected
Community Culleges in New York State.” Photocopied., New York: Faculty Coun-
cil of Community Colleges, State University: of New York, 1977. ED 158 809,
MF-$1.11; PC-312.48. )

Marques, Todd E,; Lane, David M.; and Dorfmian, Peter W, "Toward the Devel-

opment of a System for Instructional Evaluation: Is There Consensus Regarding

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Faculiy Evaluation ® 45




u

What Constitwtes Ellective Teachimg?” Jounal of Lducational Pacholugy 71
(June 1979):340-49,

Martin, Warren Brean, “Introduction to Sectron 2. Thiough Teaching, the Students
Leatn.” In Perspectives on Teachimg aud Learung, edited by Warren Bevan Mae
tin. New Diteetiolts for Teaching and Leinumg, No. 7. San Franciseo: Josses-
Bass, 1981,

McCarter, W. Ronmald. “Making the Most of Subjectinaty in Facults Evaluanon.”
American Vocationel Jomrual 49 (Januny 1974):32-33,

MeReachie, Wilbert J. “Student Ratings of Facultv: A Reprise " Academe (October
1979):384-97. .

Mefny Johi O and Ruetz, Frank J. A Probe iito Faculty Evaltation,™ Educational
Record 33 (Fall 19720300307,

Mueth, L. Richard ""The Stateless Art of Teaching Evaluatton.” Change Repmt on
Teaching: 2 (Julv 1976):3-3,

Mélton, Reginald F, “*Resolution of Conflicting Claims Coneerning the Elfect of
Behavioral Objecetives on Student Leatumg.” Review of Educational Research 48
(Spring 19781291302,

Michalak, Stanlev J., Jr. and Friedrich, Robert J. *Rescarch Produetivity and ‘Teaching
Etfectiveness at a Small Liberal Avts College.” Journal of thgher kdusation 52
(November/December 1981):378-97. e :

Miller, Richavd 1. Evaluating Faculty Performance. San Friaseo: Jossey-Biss, 1972,

. Developing Programs for Faculty Evaluanon. San Francisco: JosseviBass,

1974, *

<The Assessiment of College Parformance, San Francisco: JossevBass, 1980,

Milton, Ghaner, ¢t al. On College Teaching. San Franciseo: Jossev-Bass, 1980,

* Moonaw, W. Edmund; O'Connell, William R.. Jr: Schictinger. B, F.; and Smartt,

Steven H. Faculty Evaluauion for improved Learnng, Atlanta: Southein Regional
Eclueation Board, 1977, ED 149 683, MF.S1.11; PC.§6.29,

Murrav, Harvv G. "The Validity of Student Ratings of Teaching Abilite.” Paper”
presented at Canadian P\s_\'clmluglcnl Association Meeting, 1972, in Montreal?

. “Student Evaluation of University Teaching: Uses and Abuses.” Van.
couver: Colloguitm presented at the University of British Columbia, March
1979. ED 189 920, MF-81,11; PC-$5.14. .

Nadeau:Gilles G. A Plan for Evaluation for Promotion, Tenure, and Assignment,™
Paper presented at American Educational Reseavch Association Aunual Meeting,
April 1977, in New York,

Naftulin, Donald H.: Ware, John E.; and Donnelly, Frank A. *The Doctar Fox L&g
ture: A Paradigm of Educational Seduction.” Joumal of Medical Education 38+
(Julv 1973):630-35.

Nortl:, Joan, and Scholl, Stephen. Revising a Faculty Evaluation System: A Workbook
for Decision Makers. Washington, D.C.: Small College Consortimu, 1978, ED 165
634, MF-$1.11; PC.86.29.

O'Counel), Witliaun R., Jr.. anl Smartt, Steven H. hwproving Faculty Evalnation: A
Trial in Strategy. Atlanta: Southern Regronal Education Boud, 1979, ED 180
395, MF-$1.11: PC-85.14,

O*Hanlon, James, and Mortensen, Lynn, "*Making Teacher Evaluation Work.” Jour-
ual of Higher Education 51 (NovemberiDecember 1980):66+4-72.

Parramore, Barbara H, “Evaluation of University Faculty” CEDR Quuarterly 12
(Winter 1979):3-7,

Kl’hilippi. Harlan A, “A Dean’s Response to a Review of Procedures and Policies

ERIC

JAruitoxt Provided

Governing Appointment, Promotion, and Tenure in New England lnstitunions
of Higher Education,” Phutocopied. 1979, ED 174 132, MF-$1.11; PC:$3.49.

46 ® Faculty Evaluation

a3

-
v



Pollman, John T, "A-Description of Lffuu\u College Teaching in Five Disciplines
as Measured by Student Ratmgs.” Research i Higher Education 3 (1976):335-
46.

Popham, W.James. “Instructional Objeetives: 1960-1970." Paper presented at Eighth
Annual Convention of the Nationdl Society for Programmed Instiuction, May®
7, 1970, i Anaheim, Calif.

- Educational Evaluanon. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice Hall, 1975,

Prodgers, Stephen B, “Toward Systematic Faculty Evaluation.” Regional Spoylight
(Suuthein Regrontal Education Board) 13 (January 19801 ED 181 833, ME.81.11;
PC.§3.49.

Ramagli, Howard J., Jr., and Greenwood, Gordon E. "The Dr. Fox Effect; A Paired
Lecture Comparison of Lectwer Expressiveness and Lecture Content.” Paper
presenrted at American Educational Rtsearch Assoeiation Anmtal Meeting, April
1980, in Boston. ED 187 179. MF-$1.11; PC-$5.14.

Rippev, Robert M, T4¢ Evaluation of Feaching n°1 Medical Schools. New York: Sprin.

o ger l’ul)lmlnn;. Company, 1981.

Rose, Clare. "Faculty Evaluation m an Accountable World: How Do You Do t2"
Paper presented to NationalConference of American Assvcuttion of Higher Ed.
ueation, March 1976, in Chicago. ED 144 442, MF-81.11, PC-$3.49.

Rutman, Leonard. Plonuing Useful Evghanon. Beverlv Hills: Sage Publications,
1930,

Scott, Craig: Thorae, Gavlord Lu; and Beaird, James H. “Factofs Influcncing Pro-
tessorial Assessment ™ Paper presented st American Educational Rescarch As.
sociation Annual Meeting, April 1977, m New Yok, LD 141 395. MFE-S1.10; PC-
S5.04.

Schulman, Benson R.. and Trudell, James W, “California’s Guidelines for Teacher
Evaluation.” Comnumity and Junior Collcgc.lnunml 43 (February 1972):32-34.

Scriven, Michzel. The Methodology of Evaluation. AERA Monograph Series in Cur
rviculum Evaluation, No. 1. Chicago: Rand McNally, 1967,

Seldin, Puur.lluu'(‘ollcus Evaluate Professors. New Ymk Blythe-Pennington, Ltd.,
1975,

« Successpul Faculyy Evaluation Programs: A I’muual Guide to Impove
Faculre Performance md Promononitenure Decisions. Crugers, N.Y.: Conventry
Press, 1930, . @ *

Shechan, Daniel . “On the tnvalidity of Student Ratings for Administrative Per |
sonnel Decisions.” Joumal of Higher Education 46 (November/December 1975):687- \
700, *

Sicgel, Laurence. “Individual Task Profiles for Faculty Evaluation.” Engineering
Education 70 (December 1979):245-49.

Smith, Albert B. Faculiy Development and £ alnation in Higher Educatidn, AAHE- ,
ERICJI"ILI!H‘ Education Rescarch Report No, 8, 1976. Washington, D.C.: Amer v
ican Association for Higher Education, 1976, ED 132 891, MF-$1:11; PC-$8.81.

Smith, Bardwgll L. et al. The Tenure Debate, San Francisco: Jossey;Bass, 1973,

Spencer, James Ha Crow;John F.; and Glass, Richaid, "Duv.lopmunl of Department
Promotion Guidelines,” Journal of Medical Education 54 (June 1979):477-83.

Stufflebeam, Daniel L. “Meta Evaluation: An Overview,” Evalugtion and the Health
Professions | (Spring 1978):17-43,

Tuckman, Howard P., and Hagemann, Robert P.“An Analysis of the Reward Struc- ,
ure in Two Disciplines.” Journal of Higher Education 47 (.lul\'lAug,usl 1976):447-
" 64,

Walker, Noojin, “Faculty Judgments of Teacher E.ffv.cmcncss Community and
"Junio College Research Quarterly 3 (April-June 1979):231-37,

L Faculty Evaluation® 47

. 54




Ware, John E, Jr., and Wilhams, Reed G. "The Dr, Fox Effect. A Study of Lecturer
Effectiveness and Ratings of lnstruction.” Journal of Medical Lducanion 50 (Feb-
ruaty 1975):149-55, ~ 4
Wergtn, Jon F.; Smuth, Al, and Rolle, George E*An Empuial Analysis of Faculty -
Evaluation Strategies. lmpheations for. Organtzational Change.” Paper pre- .
sented at Ameitcan Educational Research Association Aunual Meeting, Apnil
1980 in Boston. .
Whitman, Neal. “Evaluations Can Isolate Teaching kom Learnmg.” Instructional ”
Innovator 26 (March 1981):33-36. ’
. “A Guide 1o Chnival Performance Testing.” Idea Paper No. 7. Manhattan,
Kan.: Center for Faculty Evaluation and Development, Kansas State University,
1982, . . *
Whitman, Neal, and Schwenk, Thomas. “Faculty Evaluation as a M-..ms to tm-
provement: A Practical Appxu.u.h to Faculty Dc\-.lupmcnt "Journal of Family
‘Practice, in press, N
Wolff, Florence L. A Survey of Evaluatis e Chiterta for Faculty Promotion i College
‘ and University Speech Departments.” Speech T'eacher 20 (April 1971):281-83.
‘ Wotruba, ‘Thomas R., and Wnight, Penny L. “How' to Develop a Teacher-Ratng
Instyument,” Journal of Higher Lducanion 46 (November/December 1975):653-
63.

1

48 8 Fuculty Evaluation . &
' U

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




*"
AAHE-ERIC Research Reports

Ten monographs inthe AAHE-ERIC Reseai ch Report series are published
cach year, available individually or by subscription. Subscription to 10
issues (beginning with date of subscription) is $35 for members of AAHE,
$50 for nonmembers; add $5 for subscriptions outside the U S.

Prices for single copies are shown below. Add 15% postage and handling
charge for all orders under $15. Orders under $15 must be prepaid. Bulk
discounts are available on orders of 25 or more of a single title, Order
from Publications Department, American Association for Higher Educa-
tion, One Dupont Circle, Suite 600, Washington, D.C. 20036; 202/293.6440.,
Write or phone for a complete list of Research Reports and other AAHE
publications. . :

1982 Research Reports—AAHE members, $5 each; nonmembers $6.50
each; plus 15% postagelhandling. .
1. Rating College Teaching: Criterion Validity Studies of Student
Evaluation-of-Instruction Instruments
Sidney E. Benton .
2. Faculty Evaluation: The Use of Explicit Criteria for Promotion,
Retention, and Tenwe
Neal Whitman and Elaine Weiss

1981 Research Reports—AAME 1members, $4 each; uommembers, $5.50
each; plus 15% postagehandling.
1. Minority Access to Higher Education
Jean L. Preer
2. Institutional Advancement Strategies in Hard Times
Michael D. Richards and Gerald R, Sherratt
3. Functional Literacy in the College Setting
Richard C. Richardsou Jr., Kathren J. Martens, and Elizabeth C. Fisk
4. Indices of Quality in the Undergraduate Experience
George D, Kuh
5. Marketing in Higher Education
Stanley M. Grabowski
6. Computer Literacy in Higher Education
Francis E. Masat
7. Financial Analysis for Academic Units

Donald L. Walters ; ’
8. Assessing the Impact of Faculty Collective Bargaining

J. Victor Baldridge, Frauk R. Kemerer and Associates
9. Strategic Planning, Management, and Decision Making
" Robert G, Cope - .

10. ‘Organizational Communication and Higher Educatjon
Raobert D. Gratz and Philip J. Salem

e

RS

A

36

Faculty Evaluation @ 49




1980 Research Reports—AAHE members, $3 each; nomncnﬁwrsy’s-l each;

s,
d
* H

plus 15% postage/handling,

-1,

2.

3.

10.

Fc.dc al Influence on Higher Educauon Curricula
> William V. Mayville

Program Evaluation
Charles E. Feasley

Liberal Education in Transition
Clifton F. Conrad and Jean C. Wyer

. Adult Development: Implications for Higher Education

Rita Preszler Weathersby and Jill Mattuck Tarule

. A Question of Quality: The Higher Education Ratings Game

Judith K. Lawrence and Kenneth C. Green

. Accreditation: History, Process, and Problems

Fred F. Harcleroad

. Politics of Higher Education

Edward R. Hines and Leif S. Hartmark

. Student Retention Strategies

Oscar T. Lenning, Ken Sauer, and Philip E. Beal

. The Financing of Public Higher Education: Low Tuition, Student

Aid, and the Federal Government
Jucob Stampen
University Reform: An International Review

“Philip G. Altbach

Q 508 Faculty Evaluation

ERIC

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

%
~J



